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CURRENT TOPICS. 


Lorp Esxer has been absent-for some days from Court of 
pare! No. 1 owing to an attack of gout. Lord Hatssury has 
sken his place in order to enable three judges to sit in both 
divisions of the court. We may perhaps venture to say that the 


substituted judge has been universally popular. 


07 | Sir Gzorcz JesseL whic 





Mr. Jusricze Wricur and Mr. Justice Kennzpy will di 
between them the work of the Christmas Vacation, the former 
acting up to the end of the year, the latter from that time up to 
the end of the vacation. ere will be no sittings in court 
during the vacation. The other details of the business may be 
gathered from the vacation notice which we print elsewhere. 


* 





Tuvurspay next is the day on which the courts rise for the 
Christmas Vacation. It is generally estimated that the amount 
of business disposed of during the present sittings by both 
divisions of the High Court, as well as by the Court of Appeal 
in both its divisions, will compare favourably with what we have 
been accustomed to experience on former occasions, and that the 
remanets to be carried over to the Hilary Sittings, 1894, will in 
the Queen’s Bench Division be much smaller than usual, and 
in the Chancery Division extraordinarily few. 





Tue Hovse or Commons were occupied for a whole week, 
which terminated at midnight on Monday last, and included a 
long Saturday sitting, in the consideration of clause 13 of the 
Local Government Bill, which deals with the trusteeship of 
parochial charities. No definition of what a parochial charity 
is has yet appeared, but it is not intended that the clause s 
affect ‘‘ ecclesiastical charities,” which are defined by a Minis- 
terial amendment to clause 58. Under clause 13, as amended 
and passed by the Committee of the House, trustees appointed 
by the parish council were to take the place of overseers as 
trustees of parochial charities, and a further provision enacts 
that, in the case of parochial charities the benefits of which are 
confined to the inhabitants of the parish, ‘‘ the parish council 
shall, notwithstanding that the number of trustees may have been 
fixed by the instrument creating the charity, or by any scheme 
for its administration or otherwise, appoint such a number of 
trustees as will cause the number of trustees who are either 
elected by ratepayers or parochial electors or inhabitants of the 

arish or appointed by the parish council or parish meeting to 
be a majority of the whole body.” As a concession to the 
feelings of recent donors, these provisions are not to come into 
operation for forty years after the passing of tho Act. This 
clause raised highly contentious questions and considerably 
delayed the progress of the Bill. It seems probable now that 
the consideration of the Bill in committee will be extended far 
into next year after a very brief adjournment for Christmas. 





WE suoutp be glad if our readers would state their practice 
with regard to the question raised by our last week’s corre- 
spondent “ Destroyer.” There is a limit to the capacity of 
solicitors’ offices for accommodating old papers, yet there is risk: 
in adopting our correspondent’s plan of destroying most of his 
papers more than six years old. Of course oven he does not 
destroy papers relating to conveyancing matters, and he says he 
retains papers as to which there is a probability of their being 
required again. There is a possibility of all papers being re- 
quired in, and great inconvenience may result to the soli- 
citor or his clients if they are not forthcoming when wanted, 
With regard to the law on the matter, all drafts and papers for 
which a client has paid belong to him, and he is entitled to 


112 | have them delivered over (Hx parte E. Horsfall, 7 B. & O. 528); 


and it does not seem to us clear that he would be without 


oo | Tomedy against a solicitor who had destroyed them. A valued 


sent us a note of some observations of 
are very much in point on the ques- 
tion ; that learned judge expressing an opinion that ‘it would 
be most unreasonable to solicitors to keep papers for an 
indefinite time.” But the question in that case a to have 
arisen on an aprenies for production, not for delivery over, of 
papers; and the t judge who made the observations referred 
to was remarkable for his invariable common-sense considera- 
tion for the convenience es of solicitors. The same 
may no doubt be said generally for the present judges of the 
Chancery Division; but who can tell how long that bench 
continue to be filled by jadges combining common sense a 
fairness with ability learning? Our own view is that all 


correspondent has ave | 
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solicitors’ papers should be kept, and it strikes us that there is 

great lack in London of some “ solicitors’ record office,” where 

ayaa not likely to be immediately required might be deposited 
y solicitors at a small charge. 





Tue Commission for prejudging on unsworn evidence the 
uestion whether murder was or was not committed during the 
eatherstone riots has happily been able to arrive at the conclu- 

sion that there is no ground for a prosecution. So far so good. 
But the commissioners have availed themselves of the oppor- 
tunity to compile a little treatise on the law relating to the ques- 
tion when firing on a crowd by troops is justifiable ; considering 
it “‘ essential, for the sake of clearness, to state succinctly what 
the law is which bears on the subject.” In this treatise, among 
other propositions of ‘‘law” laid down, we find the following :— 
** A soldier can only act by using his arms.”’ 


We do not find any authority, from the Year Books or else- 
where, cited for this proposition. Soldiers have, we believe, 
as a matter of fact, though apparently not of “law,” been 
known to act very efficiently for their own safety by using 
their legs. Another proposition is that 

“The weapons he [the soldier] carries are deadly. They cannot be 

employed at all without danger to life and limb, and in these days of 
improved rifles and perfected ammunition, without rome riek of injuring 
distant and possibly innocent bystanders.’’ 
Upon the points whether the weapons ‘‘cannot be employed 
at all without danger to life and limb,” and as to whether 
‘‘ distant ” persons can be “ bystanders,”’ and as to whether un- 
improved rifles might not injure distant “ bystanders,” there may 
be different opinions. But passing over the curious phraseology 
of the treatise, let us come to the practical question it is intended 
“for the sake of clearness” to answer. Any officer may, at 
some time or other, be placed in the trying position of the 
commander of the troops at Featherstone. If he is, he will 
doubtless fortify himself by placing in his bosom a copy 
of the authoritative statement of the law compiled by the 
Commissioners. Here, he will say, is my guide for action; 
here is the inestimable vade mecum which will tell me exactly 
when I ought to order the troops to fire on a mob of rioters. 
Consulting the index of the edition which will doubtless be issued 
by the War Office, under the head of ‘‘ Moment, The, for firing,” 
he will find the following remarkably explicit rules :— 

** The question whether, on any occasion, the moment has come for firing 
upon a mob of rioters depends, as we have said, on the necessities of the case. 
Such firing, to be lawful, must, in the case of a riot like the present, be 
necessary to stop or prevent such serious and violent crime as we have 
alluded to; and it must be conducted without recklessness or negligence. 
When the need is clear, the soldier’s duty is to fire with all reasonable caution, 
so as to produce no further injury than what is absolutely wanted for the 
purpose of protecting person and property. An order from the magistrate 
who is present is required by military regulations, and wisdom and dis- 
cretion are entirely in favour of the observance of such a practice. But 
the order of the magistrate has at law no legal effect. Its presence does 
not justify the firing if the trate is wrong. Its absence does not 
excuse the officer for declining to fire when the necessity exists.” 





Ow Monpay last the Court of Appeal (as reported elsewhere) 
affirmed the decision of Mr. Justice Nortu in Re Bridger (41 
W. RB. 104; 37 Soxicrrors’ Jovnnat, 26; 1893, 1 Ch. 44). The 

uestion was as to the operation of the Mortmain and Charitable 

ses Act, 1891 (54 & 55 Vict. c. 73), upon the will of a testator 
which was made before, but took effect after, the passing of the 
Act. The will in question was made on the 29th of June, 1891 ; 
the Act was passed on the 5th of August, 1891; the testator 
died on the 20th of February, 1892. The Act, as our readers 
will remember, authorizes the giving of land by will to charit- 
able uses, but section 9 provides that the Act ‘‘shall only apply 
to the will of a testator dying after the passing of the Act.” By 
his will the testator gave the residue of his real and personal 
estate to trustees, upon trust for sale and conversion and in- 
vestment of the proceeds, and to pay the income to his wife for 
her life, and after her death “on trust to pay such part of my 
residuary trust estate which may by law be given for charitable pur- 
poses unto the Brompton Hospital for Consumption, and as to 
the rest and remainder of the said residuary trust estate upon 
trust for my wife’s nicce absolutely.” r. Justice Norra 


niece. And it is worthy of o 





decided that the words in the will, “which may by law 
be given to charitable purposes,” referred to the period 
when the will should come into operation, and that con- 
sequently the charity took the whole of the residue, subject 
to the life interest of the widow, and the niece took nothing, 
and this decision was affirmed by the Court of ioe 
on the grounds which will be found stated elsewhere. We 
cannot help thinking that the effect of this decision is to 
defeat the real intention of the testator, and, indeed, Lord 
Justice Livptey himself said that the strongest argument in 
favour of the appellant was, that the testator evidently intended 
to give her something. His lordship had no doubt the testator 
thought she would get something, but he could see no indication 
of any intention to prefer her to the hospital. His intention, 
the learned Lord Justice thought, was precisely the contrary ; 
he intended to give all he could to the —. and to give 
her all he could not give to it. But, in order to satisfy sec- 
tion 24 of the Wills Act, the court must find an intention 
to deprive the hospital of something which by law he could 
give to it. With all deference to the learned judge, it 
seems to us that the answer to this is, that the testator 
must be taken to have known the state of the law at the time 
when he made his will, and therefore to have known that by 
that law he could not give real estate to the hospital by will, 
and consequently to have thought and intended that his 
residuary real estate, or the proceeds of it, should go to the 
ation that section 9 of the 
Act of 1891 does not say that the Act shall apply to the will of 
every testator dying after the passing of the Act, but that ‘‘it shall 
only apply ” to the will of a testator so dying. It seems Bape 
consistent with this that the Act was intended to spply only to 
wills made after its passing, though it must be admitted that 
section 9 does not say so directly. But it is not a necessary 
assumption that an Act of Parliament will be ex in clear 
language ; it might be more correct to say that the assumption 
is the other way. 





THERE 1s not much tangible difference between the interpre- 
tation put upon the new ord. 14, r. 1 (6), by our correspondent 
“H. B. C.,” whose suggestive letter will be found in another 
column, and the view expressed in our article on “The new 
Order 14 (ante, p. 92). Our purpose was to warn our readers 
against the “ee 4 laid for them by the bad <a of 
the rule referred to. Our correspondent’s purpose is to shew 
that the rule may be so interpreted as to give the court dis- 
cretionary power always to keep a party out of the trap, if it is 
so minded. We fully agree with him on this point. But un- 
fortunately the mind of the court is notone mind. Its name 
is legion, for they are many—judges, masters, chief clerks, 
registrars. The new rule should have been fitted into the old 
setting with careful regard to its surroundings, instead of which 
it has evidently been drawn without any regard whatever to the 
terms of existing rules, and has been thrown in amongst the 
latter, possibly with the confident assurance that, if it does not 
exactly fit in with them, it will soon be hammered into shape by 
a few decisions. It is an excellent stone, badly cut. The 
change it introduces is'a good one, and was greatly needed, 
But it is misleading in its terms, and, by the way in which it is 
worded, it appears to qualify other provisions which there was 
no real intention to qualify. 





Lzr vs put the point once more in as simple a way a8 pos 
sible. A plaintiff is told, in the first place, that if he adds an 
unliquidated demand to a liquidated demand his writ is not 


ally indorsed at all (ord. 3, x. 6)., ‘The obvious intention ; 
of the Laaubiens would be defeated if we held that such a claim 
as the present (an unliquidated demand for interest amounting to ~ 


about one shilling added to a liquidated demand for £49) could be 
treated as a spec: 
Wood (1892, 1 Q. B, 687), 


specially indorse his writ an unliquidated demand, how- 


ever small. If he attempts to do so he ag his special in- — 
i i t in existence. 


dorsement, and has no specially- In 


w » 
the second place, he is told that he must not attempt to bring © 


Sp 
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within the scope of order 14 any writ which is not specially-in- 
dorsed (ord. 14, r. 1 (a), Wilks v. Wood, ubi sup., and other well- 
known cases). If he does, he will be ordered to pay costs 
forthwith (ord. 14, r. 9 (6)). Now, bearing these prohibitive 
ag pe in mind, let us read once more the words of ord. 14, 
r. 1 (6) :— 

“‘Tf on the hearing of any application under this rule it shall appear 

that any claim which could not have been y indorsed under ord. 3, 
r. 6, has been included in the indorsement on the writ, the judge may, if 
he shall think fit, forthwith amend the indorsement by striking out such 
claim, or may deal with the claim specially indorsed as if no other claim 
had been included in the indorsement, and allow the action to proceed as 
respects the residue of the claim.’’ 
So far as this rule provides for amendment by striking out an 
objectionable item and giving judgment on the rest of the 
claim, it simply enacts in a more forcible manner what was 
decided in Paxton v. Baird (41 W. R. 88; 1893, 1 Q. B. 139). 
But when it goes on to say that the judge may give judgment 
for the claim specially indorsed and allow the residue of the 
claim to go to trial, it is absolutely contrary to the other rules 
and the cases under them. In the first place, it clearly implies 
that it is possible for part of a writ to be specially indorsed. 
It says so in terms, whereas ord. 3, r. 6 (which is unaltered), 
as interpreted by Wilks v. Wood (ubi sup.), says that if part of 
a claim is not within ord. 3, r. 6, none of the claim is within 
that rule, and there is no specially-indorsed writ in existence, 
and order 14 cannot apply to the case at all. The new rule 
assumes the existence of the very thing which, according to 
ruling cases interpreting the old rules (unaltered), can have no 
possible existence. In the second place, it implies that if the 
part of the claim not specially indorsed is of a substantial kind, 
the judge may give judgment under order 14 for the other part 
of the claim and allow the part not specially indorsed to go to 
trial, whereas ord. 14, r. 9, says that if a plaintiff makes an 
application under order 14 “where the case is not within the 
order, . . . the ene a shall be dismissed, with costs to 
be paid forthwith by the plaintiff,” and ord. 3, r. 6, and ord. 14, 
r. 1, as interpreted by Wilks v. Wood and other cases (which 
retain all their old force under those unaltered rules), state that 
a claim embodying an unliquidated demand is “ not within the 
order.” One rule says the judge “may” give judgment 
under order 14 in such a case; the other says he “shall” 
dismiss it with costs. It is an obvious blunder, in our opinion, 
and if it can be corrected before time and money have been 
wasted over judicial decisions to ascertain the true construction 
of the rule, it ought to be done. It must be borne in mind 
that there is no portion of our procedure which compares with 
order 14 as a battle-field for contests on purely technical points. 
A contest whether the word “may” in the last sentence in 
ord. 14, r. 1 (4), is to prevail over the word “shall” in ord. 14, 
r. 9 (b), or vice versd, is not more technical than the point which 
was carried to the Court of Appeal in Wilks v. Wood, wherein 
the court felt bound to refuse the admittedly just claim of the 
plaintiff for £49, because he had claimed a shilling for interest, 
which he may even have been entitled to, but ought not to have 
claimed under order 14. 





Tue Trustee Act, 1893 (56 & 57 Vict. c. 53) consolidates the 
provisions of prior statutes relating to trustees. The repeals of 
prior enactments relating to matters within the cognizance of 
the High Oourt have rendered necessary a new pe ge | rules 
dealing with the subjects specially referred to in Part III. of the 
Act. Shortly stated, these subjects may be classified as (1) 
appointweut of new trustees (sections 25, 36-38), vesting orders 
(sections 26-35, 38-41), payment into court by trustees (section 
42), and power to sanction sale of land or minerals separately 
(section 44). The necessary machinery for carrying out the 
provisions of the Act is provided by the rules just published, 
which are incorporated with R. 8. 0., 1883, It may be useful, 
by way of eae of our short notice of the rules last 
week, to give briefly the effect of the various provisions. After 
the general provisions assigning all proceedings under the 
Trustee Act, 1893, to the Chancery Division of the High Court 
(rule 1), and providing that all applications may be made by 

tition, except as otherwise provided under R. 8. C., ord. 55 
rule 2), we come to a rule relating to power to-sanction sale of 


lands and minerals apart. A for this se, under 
section 44 of the Act, may be made by the authorized 


to dispose of the land as in the section mentioned (rule 3). The 
trustee mentioned in the section referred to is one for the time 
being authorized to dispose of land by way of sale, ex 
partition, or enfranchisement. We next come to the subject of 
phen into court by trustees. The of section 32 of the 

gacy Duty Act, 1796 (36 Geo. 3, c. 52), and the Trustee Relief 
Acts (10 & 11 Vict. c. 96; 12 & 13 Vict. c. 74) has rendered 
necessary certain corresponding alterations in 8. C., 1883. 
The new code provides that a trustee who desires to make a 
lodgment in court under section 42 of the Act shall make and 
file an affidavit, intituled in the matter of the trust and of the 
Act, and setting forth the following particulars :— 

(a) A short description of the trust and of the instrument 
creating it. 

(d) The names of the persons interested in and entitled to the 
money or securities, and their place of residence to the best of 
his knowledge and belief. 

(c) His submission to answer all such inquiries relating to the 
application of the money or securities paid into court as the 
court or judge may make or direct. 

(d) The place where he is to be served with any petition, 
summons, or order or notice of any proceeding relating to the 
money or securities [rule 4}. 

These provisions are in effect a re-enactment of the old 
ractice as to the affidavit under the Chan Funds Consoli- 
ated Rules, 1874, made under the Chancery ds Act, 1872. 

The last-mentioned rules were repealed in toto by the Supreme 
Court Funds Rules, 1884, r. 2. It is, therefore, a singular 
fact that since 1884 there would seem to have been no 
Rule of Court prescribing the contents of an affidavit to 
be made by a trustee paying money into court under the 
Trustee Relief Acts, except so far as relates to the information 
required to be given in the Pay Office Schedule to the affi- 
davits : see Supreme Court Funds Rules, 1886,r. 41. Since the 
date we have mentioned above there has been no obligation on 
a trustee to give such essential particulars as these which are 
now again required, This fact has — been known to but 
few practitioners, and in practice it has certainly been usual that 
the affidavit should state these iculars (Dan. Ch. Forms, p. 
884). In ing, we may attention to the fact that the 
lodgment schedule to the affidavit must of course still give the 
information required by the Supreme Court Funds Rules, 1886, 
r. 41, 





THE RULE which we have been considering also provides that 
where the fund consists of money or securities being, or bei 
part of, or representing a legacy or residue to which an infant 
or person beyond seas is absolutely entitled, and on which the 
trustee has paid the legacy duty or on which no duty is charge- 
able, the trustee may make the lodgment (without an affidavit) 
on production of the Inland Revenue certificate in manner pre- 
pet by the Supreme Court Funds Rules for the time bei 
in force. This provision, of course, takes the place of the 

rocedure under the laguay Duty Act. Where the fund is 

rought into court on affidavit, the person who has made the 
affidavit is required forthwith to give notive thereof by prepaid 
letter through the post to the several whose names and 
places of residence are stated in his affidavit as interested in or 
entitled to the money or securities lodged in court: rule 4 (2) (@). 
This provision takes the place of rule 5 of the Chancery Funds 
Amended Orders, 1874, which by the Supreme Court Funds 
Rules, 1884, were only ed so far as inconsistent with the 


last-mentioned rules. doubt as to the necessity for giving 
notice to the parties interested is now set at rest. The decisions 


on the point have been conflicting. In Re Stening’s Trusts (50 
L. T. 586) Pearson, J., held that notice must be served on 
the same persons and in the same way as it would have 
been if rule 34 of the Funds Consolidated Rules, 1874, 
had remained in force; but in Re Graham's Trusts (389 W. R, 
157; 1891, 1 Ch. 151) Currry, J., held that no such notice 
was necessary. The last-mentioned case 5 

been decided by the learned judge chiefly a considera- 
tion of the Supreme Court Funds Rules, 1 





however, was merely intended to provide for the information 
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required by the paymaster, who clearly had no concern with 
any question of notice to parties having interest in the fund. 
No petition or summons relating to the money or securities is to 
be answered or issued unless the petitioner or applicant has 
named therein a place where he may beserved with any petition 
or summons or notice of any proceeding or order relating to the 
money or securities or the dividends thereof : rule 4 (2) (5). This 
is a re-enactment of Chancery Funds Amended Orders, 1874, 
r. 9. Service of any application in respect of the money or 
securities is to be made on such person as the court or judge 
may direct: rule 4 (2) (c). The Chancery Funds Amended Orders, 
rr. 7, 8, expressly provided (1) that the trustee should be served 
with notice of any application relating to the fund made by any 
person interested, and (2) that the persons interested should be 
served with notice of any application relating to the fund made 
by the trustee. The new order repeals these rules, and sub- 
stitutes the present provision for them. It will be seen that a 

i ion is given to the court. It may be presumed, however, 
that, except in cases of difficulty in finding the parties, the court 
will require the trustee and persons benefically interested, as the 
case may be, to be served. Before parting with this branch of 
the subject we may call attention to the fact that rule 10 of 
Chancery Funds Amended Orders, 1874, which required petitions 
and summonses issued under the Trustee Relief Act to be 
intituled in the matter of the Act and in the matter of the 
particular trust, is repealed (rule 6), and the present order con- 
tains no corresponding provision. It will, however, be proper 
that applications should be so intituled, particularly as they will 
then agree with the title to the affidavit as prescribed by 
rule 4 (1). 





As To proceedings in chambers, rule 5 repeals R. 8. C., 
ord. 55, r. 15a, and in lieu thereof provides that any of the 
following applications may be made by summons :—(a) An ap- 
plication for the appointment of a new trustee with or without a 
vesting or other consequential order. (4) An application for a 
vesting or other order consequential on the appointment of a 
new trustee, whether the appointment is made by the court or 
judge, or out of court. The words printed in italics give a new 

wer to the court, it having been held in Re Peach (35 

micttors’ Journal, 575) and Re Trubee (36 Soxicrrors’ 
Jovunnal, 503) that where trustees were appointed out of court 
a vesting order could only be obtained on petition. (c) An 
application for a vesting or other consequential order in any 
case where a judgment or order has been given or made for 
the sale, conveyance, or transfer of any land or stock. This 
provision takes the place of ord. 55, r. 2 (8), now repealed by 
rule 6. (d) An application relating to a fund paid into court 
in any case where the money or securities in court does or do 
not exceed £1,000-or £1,000 nominal value. This provision 
takes the place of ord. 55, r. 2 (4) (Legacy Duty Act) and 
(5) (Trustee Relief Act), now repealed by rule 6. Practitioners 
will, of course, understand that applications under any of the 
above heads will be made by originating summons, except in 
cases where proceedings are already pending, when the relief 
sought may be obtained on ordinary summons. The rules come 
into operation on the Ist of January, 1894. 


Tue case of Re Bishopsgate Foundation (ante, p. 80) marks a 
from the rule as to costs under the 80th section of the 
Lands Clauses Act established by Zr parte Bishop of London (8 
W. BR. 465, 714, 2 De G. F. & J. 14), which is likely to be 
. The rule is that, in the case of a reinvestment in 
land of funds paid in by several bodies for compensation for 
land taken, the costs ought to be borne equally by the different 
ies, except the ad valorem stamp on the conveyance, and (since 
porte Corporation of London, L. R. 5 Eq. 418, at any rate) | 
except surveyor’s fees, which ought to be borne ra/cably. The 
court would not regard the amounts contributed by the respec- 
tive bodies to the purchase-money, because it acted on the 
principle tersely stated by Woon, V.C., to be “ that the purchase 
of a small estate may be just as expensive as that of a large 
”(2H.&M.,atp. 170). However true this might be, the 
principle was felt to work hardship when applied in cases of | 
great inequality in the amounts contributed ; and Srvanr, : 





i 


very 


V.C., in Ex parte Christ Church (9 W. R. 474), decided shortly after 


the leading case, which was cited in argument before him, refused 
to apply the principle of the above-stated rule to the case in 
question, and his decision was followed many years later by 
Mains, V.C., in Ex parte Governors of St. Bartholomew's 
Hospital (L. R. 20 Eq. 369, 23 W. R. Dig. 122). But these 
cases remained anomalous, and the general current of the 
decisions seems to have run on undisturbed, or at least un- 
changed, by them until the other day, when a new argument 
was presented to the court, based on the General Order under 
the Solicitors’ Remuneration Act, 1881. It was submitted in 
Re Bishopsgate Foundation that the reason for the rule no longer 
applied to the costs of the conveyance, where the scale fee 
system of payment had been adopted, as it had been there, 
and Ourrry, J., taking that view, ordered the scale fee as well 
as the stamp to be borne rateably according to the amounts 
contributed to the reinvestment by the several parties. His 
lordship thought that the observations of Knicur-Brvcs, L.J. 
(2 De G. F. & J., at p. 17), and Woop, V.C. (2 H. & M., at p. 
170), were no longer of universal application, and were without 
force where the scale fee system had been adopted. 





THE NEW RULES AS TO DISCOVERY. 


A sussecr to which the Rule Committee have directed much 
attention is the important one of discovery. The new rules 
have introduced some important changes in order 31, upon 
which we propose to offer a few comments. 

Interrogatories.—Ord. 31, r. 1, is altered in one material re- 
spect. Under R. 8. 0., 1883, in any action founded on fraud or 
breach of trust the plaintiff may at any time after delivering his 
statement of claim, and a defendant may at or after the time of 
delivering his defence, without any order deliver interrogatories 
in writing for the examination of the opposite party. In any 
other cause or matter leave is required ee interrogatories 
can be delivered. The new rule abolishes the distinction in 
favour of the parties to actions alleging fraud or breach of trust, 
and now in all actions alike interrogatories can only be delivered 
by leave of the court. It is interesting to note the changes 
which the practice has undergone in this respect, indicating the 
different views which have secured the approval of the judges 
at different periods. Under R. 8. 0., 1875, any party could 
interrogate without leave; under R. 8. C., 1883, nobody can in- 
terrogate without leave, except in case of fraud or breach of 
trust ; under R. 8. C., 1893, leave is required in all cases. We 
are not sure that in this as in other matters the via media was 
not the safest. 

The rule prescribes no time in the proceedings when such 
leave should be applied for. It is well known that the practice 
in this respect in the Chancery and Queen’s Bench Divisions has 
not been uniform. In the Chancery Division a plaintiff was 
allowed to obtain discovery (whether by interrogatories or of 
documents) after delivery of statement of claim, a defendant 
after defence ; whilst on the common law side discovery was not 
usually permitted to either party until after the defendant had 
put in his defence (see the cases collected, Annual Practice, 
1894, p. 599). It is presumed that the practice will in this re- 
spect remain as heretofore. 

Rule 2 contains the most serious alteration with regard to 
discovery introduced by the new Rules : 

‘“‘On an application for leave to deliver interrogatories, the 

articular interrogatories required to be delivered shall 

e submitted to the court or judge. . . Leave 
shall be given as to such only of the interrogatories 
submitted as the court or judge shall consider neces- 
sary either for disposing fairly of the cause or matter 
or for saving costs.” 

The words between these two provisions contain the directions 
which are to be found in the existing rule (ord. 31, r. 2) requir- 
ing the court or judge, in deciding upon any application for 
leave to deliver interrogatories, to take into account any offer 
made by the sought to be interrogated to deliver par- 
ticulars, to make admissions, or to produce material documents. 

Let us very briefly consider the t of the change introduced 
by the new rule. 
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Taking an illustration from a case in the Chancery Division, 
we find it laid down in Martin v. Spicer (34 W. R. 589, 32 Ch. 
D. 392) that, upon an application for leave to deliver interroga- 
tories, it is not necessary for the applicant, nor can he be 
required, to produce a copy of the proposed interrogatories ; 
and if produced to the chief clerk, he has no right to settle 
them or decide upon the relevancy or irrelevancy of i 
interrogatories, and allow or disallow them accordingly. All 
that is necessary to support the summons is a statement by the 
applicant—not necessarily in writing—as to the 
nature and scope of the interrogatories, so as to enable the 
court to decide whether he is entitled to the whole or any part 
of what he asks. And in Swabey v. Dovey (34 W. R. 510, 32 
Ch. D. 352) it was held that the chief clerk is not at liberty to 
settle or amend in the way of condensation the form of any 
—— interrogatory that is in itself relevant. The new rule 

eliverately sweeps away these cases, and relegates them to the 
limbo of obsolete decisions. The particular inte tories 
proposed to be exhibited must for the future be submitted to 
the court, and each interrogatory must be carefully considered 
in order that it may be determined whether or not it is ‘‘ neces- 
sary for disposing of the cause or matter.” In other words, 
this imposes upon the court the necessity of “settling” the 
interrogatories. 

Now, will any practical man say that he really considers the 
new procedure an improvements? We imagine that he will be 
of our opinion that the step is one in the wrong direction ; that 
to impose upon a judge the duty of weighing and considering a 
set of interrogatories in a heavy case, involving the consideration 
of complicated facts and lengthy documents, is to saddle him 
with a duty which can be efficiently performed only with 
great difficulty and with the expenditure of much judicjal 
time. We can picture to ourselves the several steps of the 
weary process in the Chancery Division—the summons return- 
able before the chief clerk adjourned for a working ap- 
pointment; the heroic endeavour of the zealous official to 
master the complex facts of the case from the confused and 
conflicting statements of two solicitors’ clerks, and within 
one short half-hour to get at the pith and marrow of pleadings, 
which have cost the trained intellects of competent counsel many 
hours of anxious labour; the conscientious, but more or less 
haphazard, decision, or (what may often be the wiser course) the 
refusal to decide at all; the adjournment to the judge in cham- 
bers, and the subsequent argument by counsel, probably on 
points not raised before the chief clerk, followed not infre- 
quently by a further adjournment into court. 

With all possible respect for the learned members of the Rule 
Committee, and giving them the fullest credit for desiring to 
reform procedure, it seems to us that, in this they have 
prescribed for some imaginary evil a remedy which combines 
the maximum of delay and expense (the two worst vices in 
litigation) with the minimum of benefit to the suitor. What 
particular mischief the rule was aimed at we are at a loss to 
understand ; for, whatever may have been the abuses in practice 
when interrogatories could be delivered in all cases without 
leave, we are satisfied that the salutary provisions as to security 
for costs of discovery contained in ord. 31, r. 26, have gone 
very far to check any disposition to manufacture costs in this 
direction. Certainly this has been the case in the Ohancery 
Division. We are not aware that the present system has led to 
abuses on the common law side. 

It may be mentioned in passing that it would seem that rules 
8 and 6, though still retained, will not be of much further use. 
As the court has to check and examine the interrogatories it is 
impossible to suppose that any will be allowed which ‘are un- 
reasonable, vexatious, or improperly long within rule 3; or, 
scandalous, irrelevant, or immaterial within rule 6. 

Discovery of Documents —Turning now from the subject of 
discovery by means of interrogatories to that of discovery of 
documents, we find ord. 31, r. 12, is amended by adding a 
proviso in the following terms :— 

“‘ Provided that discovery shall not be ordered when and so 
far as the court or judge shall be of opinion that it is 
not necessary either for disposing fairly of the cause 
or matter or for saving costs.” 

These words do not seem to confer any new power on the court, 


seeing that the ious words of the rule enable the court or 
judge to refuse the application or adjourn it if satisfied that the 
discovery is not necessary or not necessary at that of the 
cause or matter. It is to be supposed, however, that they con- 
tain some ial virtue, for it been thought necessary to 
divide rule 18 (relating to the order for i ion) into two 
parts, each of them concluding with a proviso in the same terms 
as that set out above. 

A new rule (19) is introduced, which contains the following 
useful provisions :— 

(1) ere inspection of business books is applied for the 
court or judge may order copies of material entries duly verified 
by affidavit to be Furnish ed instead of ordering inspection of the 
originals. The affidavit must state whether or not there are in 
the original book any and what erasures, interlineations, or 
alterations. And, notwithstanding the copy has been supplied, 
the court may order inspection of the book from which the copy 
was made. 

2) Where privilege is claimed for any document the court or 
ju ge may inspect the document for the p of deciding as 
to the validity of the claim for privilege. is gives a general 
power to the court, which has been exercised in a few cases (see, 
¢.g., Ponsonby v. Hartley, W. N., 1883, p. 44), of going behind 
the affidavit claiming privilege. 

(3) ‘The court or judge may, on the application of any 

to a cause or matter at any time, and whether an a 
of documents shall or shall not have already been ordered or 
made, make an order requiring any other party to state 
by affidavit whether any one or more ic docu- 
ments, to be specified in the application, is or are, or 
has or have at any time, been in his possession or 
power, and if not then in his possession when he 
arted with the same, and what has become of them. 
Buch application shall be made on an affidavit stating 
that in the belief of the deponent the party against 
whom the application is made has, or has at some time 
had, in his i dt Ag document or docu- 
ments qouhak ia Oe any ication, and that they relate 
to the matters in question in the cause or matter, or to 
some of them.” 

This is a provision of material importance, and will free a 

arty desiring to obtain from his opponent a further affidavit of 
naa fisee from some of the trammels by which the technical 
rules of the old ure have hitherto fettered him. It will 
no longer be possible to say that the affidavit of documents is 
conclusive, except so far as possession of documents other than 
by the party of any dlewrery. And toe party ssoking farther 
by the of any di 4 e i 
discovery will salon Se summatel ox’ clue ae 
evidence in his own possession which goes to prove his case. 
The alteration seems to us in accordance with the rules at once 
of justice and of common sense. 

nfants, §-c.—Lastly, rule 29 extends the provisions of order 
31 to infant plaintiffs and defendants, and to their next friends 
and guardians ad litem. This rule renders obsolete Mayor v.. 
Collins (38 W. R. 349, 24 Q. B. D. 361) and Curtis v. Mundy (40 
W. R. 317; 1892, 2 Q. B. 178) as to infants; Dyke v. S 
(33 W. R. 932, 30 Ch. D. 189) and Lawton v. Elwes (31 W. R. 
414) as to next friends ; a Little (31 W. RB. 858, 11 
Q. B. D. 251) as to guardians ad litem. 





PUBLIC EXAMINATIONS UNDER THE COMPANIES 
(WINDING-UP) ACT, 1890. 


JuRispicTion to require the attendance for public 
of the promoters and officers of a company which 
ordered to be wound up was conferred upon the court for the 
first time by the Companies (Winding-up) Act, 1890. It is 
true that before that Act came into operation the court in 
erm 4 Basso: age mom ight doa 
ct, 1862, to summon it any person it mi 
capable of giving information concerning the trade, deali 
cakin, in of te . This has been fre- 








quently exercised, and it still exists side by side with the powers 
given by the later Act. But the very serious difference between 
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@ private examination by the court and a public examination of 
which any creditor or contributory of the company may take 
advantage will at once be admitted by any one who has had 
experience of the practice which obtains upon the public 
examination of a debtor under the law of bankruptcy. 

It was to be expected that the Legislature, bearing in mind 
the nature of the new jurisdiction which it was conferring, 
would be careful so to limit that jurisdiction as to insure that, 
while it should be a real deterrent to dishonesty, it should 
not be available for purposes of oppression—that the trying 
ordeal, in fact, should not be imposed unless a substantial case 
of suspicion had first been established. It is somewhat unfor- 
tunate that the section (section 8 of the Companies (Winding- 
up) Act, 1890) which gives the jurisdiction does not specify in 

ise terms the point at which the jurisdiction arises. Neither 

ve the judges who have been called upon to interpret the sec- 
tion always spoken with a certain sound. Sub-section (1) pro- 
vides that “the official receiver shall, as soon as practicable 
after receipt of the statement of the company’s affairs, submit a 

imi report to the court”; that report is to deal (a) with 
the amount of capital, assets, and liabilities, (4) with the causes 
of failure, (c) with the question ‘‘ whether,” in the opinion of 
the official receiver, ‘further inquiry is desirable as to any 
matter relating to the promotion, formation, or failure of the 
company or the conduct of the business thereof.” Sub-section 
(2) is as follows :—‘ The official receiver may also, if he thinks 
fit, make a further report, or further reports, stating the manner 
in which the company was formed, and whether, in his opinion, 
any fraud has been committed by any person in the promotion 
or formation of the company, or by any director or other officer 
of the —- in relation to the company since the formation 
thereof, and any other matters which in his opinion it is desir- 
able to bring to the notice of the court.” Sub-section (3) pro- 
vides that ‘“‘the court may, after consideration of any such re- 
port, direct that any person who has taken any part in the pro- 
motion or formation of the company, or has been a director or 
officer of the company, shall attend before the court” and be 
publicly examined as to the promotion, formation, or conduct of 
the business of the company, or as to his own conduct and deal- 
ings as director or officer. 

t is clear from the opening words of sub-section (3) that the 
power to summon for public examination does not arise until a 
report of some kind has been submitted by the official receiver 
and considered by the court. But will a preliminary report 
under sub-section (1) suffice for this purpose, or must it be a 
further report under sub-séction (2)? The question is one of 
importance, for it rests in the discretion of the official receiver 
whether he submits a further report or not, whereas the pre- 
ae et is a matter of course, and if the preliminary 
report be all that is necessary to found the jurisdiction, it will 
exist in all cases where a winding-up order has been made. 
The words ‘‘any such report” in sub-section (3) are certainly 
ambiguous, but the language of the sub-section generally 

the view which was taken by the Court of Appeal in 
Ex parte Barnard (40 W. R. 625; 1892, 3 Ch. 307), that a 
‘* preliminary report” is not sufficient to enable the court to 
act under sub-section (3), and that a ‘‘further report” must 
precede an order for public examination. 

Since, then, an order under sub-section (3) must be based upon 
a further <n under sub-section (2), it becomes important 
to consider what statement this report must contain in order to 
enable the court to act upon it. This question has been dis- 
cussed in several recent cases. 

In Ex parte Barnard the further report stated facts respecting 
the formation of the company which, if established, would not 
necessarily have amounted to fraud; neither did it state that 
in the opinion of the official receiver fraud had been committed, 
or that the person against whom an order for public examina- 
tion was applied for was a promoter or director or other officer 


of the company. Nozrrtu, J., in chambers made an order under | 


sub-section (3), and Vavenan Wi11ams, J., while refusing to 
discharge the order, directed that the official receiver should 
have an opportunity of making a supplemental report shewing 
that the person named was concerned in the promotion of the 
company, failing which the examination was not to proceed. 
This order was discharged by the Court of Appeal, and the judg- 





ments of the Lords Justices (Livpizy, Lorzs, and A. L. Surrn) 
appeared to support the view that, in order to found jurisdiction 
to make an order under sub-section (3), the further report must 
state that in the opinion of the official receiver a fraud had 
been committed by the promoter or officer whom it was pro- 
posed to examine; that the report must, in fact, be in the nature 
of an indictment against that person. 

This interpretation does not seem to be borne out by the 
words of sub-section (2), and it would throw upon the official 
receiver the very serious duty of making a grave allegation 
against a particular person before the conduct of that person 
had been thoroughly tested by a public examination. But the 
Lords Justices who decided Ex parte Barnard took an early 
opportunity of explaining that this view was erroneously attri- 
buted to them. Less than a month after that decision had been 
given two cases came before the court on appeal from VaucHaN 
Wutiams, J., who had refused to make an order for public 
examination on the ground that he was precluded from doing so 
by Zr parte Barnard. The cases are Trust and Investment 
Corporation of South Africa and Re Bertram Luipaard’s Vlei Gold 
Mining Co. (40 W. R. 689; 1892, 3 Ch. 332). In these cases 
the Court of Appeal laid down (1) that an order for public ex- 
amination under sub-section (3) might be made ex parte, a matter 
which had been discussed but not decided in Lx parte Barnard ; 
and (2) that such an order must be founded upon a report to the 
effect that some fraud has been committed, and that the persons 
named have been promoters, directors, or other officers. ‘It is 
not necessary,” Ley, L.J., remarks, “for the official re- 
ceiver to draw an indictment against the person to be ex- 
amined.” 

It is to be noticed that in neither of the two cases last-men- 
tioned did the further report state in terms that in the opinion 
of the official receiver a fraud had been committed. The facts 
mentioned in the report, however, suggested fraud, and the 
court deemed that sufficient to support the order, although, as 
above stated, the Lords Justices lay down that a statement that 
a fraud has been committed is a sine gud non. VAUGHAN 
Wits, J., therefore appears to be justified in departing 
from the strict letter of the law as laid down by the Court of 
Appeal in holding (in Re Lazxon § Co., 41 W. R. 62; 1893, 1 
Ch. 210) that a statement of facts which suggest fraud, without 
any direct allegation of the existence of fraud, is sufficient to 
found jurisdiction for making an order for the public examina- 
tion of a promoter, director, or other officer; and in Re Birkdale 
Steam Laundry Co. (ante, p. 717 ; 1893, 2 Q. B. 386) a Divisional 
Court (Cave and Wricur, JJ.) has adopted this view. This 
decision seems to be founded upon sound sense, but there seems 
to be no good reason why in practice, when the facts are suffi- 
cient to establish a primd facie case of fraud, the official receiver 
should not express the opinion which those facts must have led 
him to form, and so bring the case within the letter as well as 
the spirit of the most recent decisions of the Court of Appeal. 








REVIEWS. - 
THE LAW OF COMPANIES. 


Tue Compantes Acts, 1862 To 1890; THE LirE ASsURANCE Com- 
PANIES AcTs, 1870 To 1872; THE STANNARIES Acts, 1869 AND 
1887; THE ForGED TRANSFERS Acts, 1891 AND 1892; AND OTHER 
STATUTES AND STATUTORY ENACTMENTS RELATING TO OR AFFECT- 
InG Jornt-Stock COMPANIES FORMED UNDER THE COMPANIES 
Acrs, 1862 to 1890. WirH Cross-REFERENCES AND A FULL 
ANALYTICAL InDEX. By V. vE S. Fowke, Barrister-at-Law. 
Jordan & Sons. 


This is intended to be a companion volume to the popular books on 
company law issued by the same publishers—the ‘‘ Handy Book on 
the Formation, Management, and Winding up of Joint-Stock Com- 
panies” and the ‘‘Secretary’s Manual.” The size of those works 
forbids the inclusion of the text of the statutes, and the present 
volume supplies the omission. All the statutes bearing on companies 
are painted in full, numerous cross-references are given, and occa- 
sionally also the more important decisions are noticed. A useful 
note, for instance, is inserted under section 25 of the Companies Act, 
1867. The editor appears to have performed his task very judiciously, 
and the book will be found convenient to have at hand for reference, 
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BOOKS RECEIVED. 
The Contract of Affreightment as expressed in Charter-parties and 
Bills of Lading. By T. E. Scrurron, M.A., LL.B., Barrister-at- 
Law. Third Edition. William Clowes & Sons (Limited). 








CORRESPONDENCE. 


THE NEW ORDER 14. 
[To the Editor of the Solicitors’ Jowrnal.] 


Sir,—I think that this order will bear an interpretation different 
from that placed upon it in your article on page 92, ante. 

The natural meaning of the concluding words of ord. 14, r. 1 (b), 
is that the action may, if the judge think fit, be allowed, as to that 
part of a ‘‘ claim which pean not have been specially indorsed under 
ord. 3, r. 6,” to proceed as if it were an action commenced by a writ 


not specially indorsed. It is at his own risk, however, that a plaintiff | ; 


indorses a compound claim on a writ purporting to be specially 
indorsed, as ord. 14, r. 1 (b), is permissive only, and the judge is not 
obliged either to strike out or to ignore the non-special . He 
would, presumably, do neither of these things, but would leave the 
plaintiff to make the best of his mistake, unless he were of opinion 
that the non-special part was included inadvertently: e.g., if the 
claim was in respect of a dishonoured cheque and for damages for 
libel, the plaintiff would probably be left to the punishment provided 
by ord. 14, r. 9 (b), for cases ‘‘ not within the order.” 

But what, then, is the meaning of the words “‘ where the case is 
not within the order,” in ord. 14, r.9(6)? This is not very clear, 
but, to give effect to the concluding words of ord. 14, r. 1 (6), it must 
be that a case is ‘‘ within the order” whenever any part of the claim 
is a subject for special indorsement and the judge either strikes out 
or ignores the non-special part. In that event the plaintiff will not 
be mulcted in costs, as the judge will thereby have brought the case, 
as to the special part of the claim, “‘ within the order.” If a case is 
not ‘‘ within the order’ when the non-special part is merely ignored, 
rule 1 (b) and rule 9 (b) are directly at variance, as the former allows 
the judge to ‘‘deal with the claim specially indorsed,” while the 
latter provides that the application for leave to sign judgment “shall 
be dismissed.” 

The word “only” in the first sentence of ord. 3, r. 6, will still 
have the same force as heretofore, unless the judge, under ord. 14, 
r. 1 (b), either amends the indorsement or ignores the non-special 
part thereof. If he adopt the latter of these alternatives, the defect 
will practically be cured in spite of the exclusiveness of ord. 3, r. 6, 
since ord, 14,r. 1 (b), empowers him to “‘deal with the claim 
specially indorsed as if no other claim had been included in the 
indorsement,”’ i.c., to give the plaintiff leave to sign judgment for the 
specially-indorsed claim. But the words of these two rules certainly 
do seem rather contradictory. 

I think that the natural and intended meaning of the concluding 
clause of ord. 14, r. 1 (6), about “allowing the action to proceed as 
respects the residue of the claim,” is not to sanction all compound 
indorsements, but rather to sanction those in which the inclusion of 
the non-special claim is pardonable in the opinion of the judge, who 
may grant that pardon by ignoring such claim, or may strike the 
claim out and so render a fresh action necessary. The issue of a writ 
with a compound indorsement is, therefore, not to be recommended. 
It is, as you say, a pity that the rule is not clearly shewn to be pro- 
vided merely against pardonable inadvertence, which is probably its 
raison d’étre, 2 H. B. C. 


Dec. 11. 
[See observations under head of ‘‘ Current Topics,” —Eb. 8. J.) 





CLIENTS’ PAPERS. 
[To the Editor of the Solicitors’ Journal.) 


Sir,—I cannot refer your correspondent ‘“ Destroyer” to any 
reported case, but, with your permission, I can tell him that in a 
case before the late Master of the Rolls mf firm was called upon 
to produce certain papers in connection with the winding up of a 
deceased’s estate which had been finally closed a little more than 
six years prior to the production being asked for. Such papers had 
recently been destroyed in ignorance that any such yg nage would 
be made. Upon my stating this fact the counsel for the applicant 
sought to animadvert upon the destruction. The Master of the Rolls 
inquired of me if I had destroyed such papers in accordance with a 
practice in my office, and with a belief they could not be again 
wanted. I answered both questions affirmatively, whereupon his 
lordship observed that he thought it would be eaten unreasonable to 
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Court of Appeal. 
GORDON v. EVANS—No. 1, 11th December. 


Country Courr—Jvurispicrion—Deravutt Summons—Szrvice ovr or Jurts- 
picrrox—Form or Arrtpavit—Proutsrrion—Counry Courts Act, 1888 
(51 & 52 Vicr. c. 43), ss. 74, 86—Oourry Covurr Rures, 1889, onp. 5, 
rr. 94, 10; Appenprx, Form 14a. 


Appeal from the Qneen’s Bench Division (Wills and Wright, JJ.) 
ortting, auld. on cubte. <0. fe jeige af chambers grating 0 writ of 

hibition to the Birming , who resided 
at B ‘ entered a plaint and issued a 


at registrar 

default summons in the Birmingham County Court to recover £19 10s. 
due upon a promissory note made by the defendant, who resided at 
Ludlow, out of the jurisdiction of the Birmingham Court. The promissory 


note was made payable at Birmingham. The defendant applied fora 


writ of prohibition upon the ground that the affidavit upon which: the 
reason 


handicraftsman, a miner, or a person 
that, therefore, the condition precedent to the county 
jurisdiction had not been complied with. Kennedy, J., at 
granted the prohibition. The Divisional Court reversed 
holding that as there was jurisdiction to issue a plaint, what 
— ommens wn Ree ae 
subject of prohibition. The defendant By 
County Courts Act, 1888, an action may be commenced by | 
judge or registrar in the court in the district of which the ca 
or claim wholly or in part arose. By section 86 (1) in any 
debt or liquidated money demand the plaintiff may, upon filing an 
to the effect set forth in the prescribed form, cause to be issued a 
summons ; (6) ‘‘ Provided always that no other summons than a 
in the ordinary form shall, without leave of the 
issued where the aye Hage oe shall not pitas et bee mr 
for the price, value, or goods which, or some which, were 
sold or delivered or let on hire to the defendant to be used or dealt with in 
the way of his oan pee or calling, and such leave shall be given 
in the manner prescribed.”’ By ord. 5, r. 9a, of the County Co 
1889, where leave to enter a plaint under section 74 of the Act is 
required, an application shall be made upon an affidavit according to the 
form in the appendix; and by rule 10, where pursuant to the proviso in 
section 86 of the Act the leave of wie ae oe for the 
issue of a default summons, no such be the 
occupation and description of the defendant shall be set ou affidavit 
given in the appendix, and no leave shall be given in cases where it 
Spears in the affidavit that the defendant is a domestic or menial servant, 
a labourer, a servant in husbandry, a journeyman, an artificer, a handi. 
craftsman, a miner, or any person engaged 

in the appendix gives a form of affidavit for leave to issue an 
default summons out of the jurisdiction, and in 4 thereof 
statement that the defendant is not a domestic or servant, 
directing that this paragraph is to be added where a 


4 
petbeeechis 


| 
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marginal note 
summons is proposed to be issued ; and in 5 is a statement that 
the claim ic for the price of goods sold to the endant to be used or 


dealt with in the way of his trade, the marginal note directing that 
ph is to be added where a default summons is proposed to 


ued and the claim does not exceed £5. 
Tue Court (Lord Haxsevry, Lorzs and Davey, L.JJ.) dismissed 


a ; 

PPed Harssury said that by virtue of the pro 
ord. 5, r. 10, when a default summons was 
sought to be recovered did not exceed £5, the affidavit must 
occupation and description of the def 


affidavit it appeared that the occu! was one 
ord. 5, r. 10" the summons Drone sory issued. The form 
was 
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given in the appendix was to a variety of 
uired ulded . Notwithstanding the 
req to be mo — 


marginal direction in the form matter } 
was a blunder, the words, “and the claim does not exceed £5,” in the 
inal note paragraph five being applicable to paragraph four. 
The affidavit was therefore in proper form, and the county court bad 
jurisdiction to oe ee ee ae 
to the view taken by visional Court. 
Lopss, L.J., concurred. The joint effect of the proviso in section 86 and 


ord. 5, r. 10, was to confer the privilege attaching to the persons 
enumerated only when they were being sued for a sum not 
Davey, L.J., concurred.—Counser, Spearman; Tindal A 
Sorzcrrors, BE. Ricketts, for C. B. Cottam, Ludlow ; Robbins, Billing, ¢ Co. 


[Reported by W. F. Raray, Barrister-at-Law. | 


Re BRIDG BROMPTON HOSPITAL FOR CONSUMPTION r. 
ey —No. 2, 11th December. 
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96; 41 W. R. 104; 1893, 1 Ch. 44). By his will, dated the 29th of June, 
1891, the testator gave the residue of his real and personal estate to 
trustees upon trust for sale, conversion, and investment, and to pay the 
income thereof to the testator’s wife for life, and after her decease in trust 
** to pay such part of my said residuary trust estate which may by law be 
given for charitable purposes, to the Brompton Hospital for Consump- 
tion’’; and ‘‘as to the rest and remainder of the said residuary trust 
estate upon trust for Elizabeth Williams’’ (a niece of the testator’s wife) 
‘* absolutely.”” Subsequently to the date of the will the Mortmain Act, 
1891, was paseed—viz., on the 5th of August, 1891—which by section 5 
enacts that ‘‘ land may be assured by will to any charitable use”; and 
section 9 enacts that ‘‘ This Act shall only apply to the will of a testator 
dying after the passing of the Act.’ The testator in the present case died 
on the 20th of February, 1892—after the passing of the Mortmain Act of 1891. 
The testator’s residuary trust estate consisted in part of impure personalty 
(the proceeds of the sale of real estate); and the question raised by the 
appeal was whether the words in the will, ‘‘ which may by law be given 
for charitable purposes,’’ were to be treated as referring to the law as it 
stood at the date of the will, or to the law as it stood at the time of the 
testator’s death when the will came into operation. If the words referred 
to the date of the will, the hospital could only take such part of the resid- 
uary trust estate as consisted of pure personalty, and the niece of the 
testator’s wife would consequently take the rest of the residuary trust 
estate; but if the words referred to the law as it stood at the date of the 
testator’s death, then the hospital could take the whole of the residuary 
trust estate. Section 24 of the Wills Act (1 Vict. c. 26) enacts that 
** every will shall be construed, with reference to the real and personal 
estate comprised in it, to speak and take effect as if it had been executed 
immediately before the death of the testator, unless a contrary intention 
shall a by the will.’’ North, J., decided in favour of the hospital. 
He considered that, as the testator had died after the date of the passing 
of the Mortmain Act, 1891, that Act applied to the will, and that a con- 
trary intention had not been expreseed by the words referred to in the 
will. Elizabeth Williams appealed. 

Tue Court (Livpiey, A. L. Surrn, and Davey, L.JJ.) dismissed the 
appeal. 

Linvizz, L.J., said that section 24 of the Wills Act had been the subject 
of many decisions, and from it and those decisions it might be taken as 
now settled that if a will contained a description of any kind of property, 
sucha description should be held to include and apply to whatever pro- 
perty the testator had at his death which answered the description, unless 
a contrary intention appeared by the will. In Re Portal and Lamb (30 Ch. 
D. 50) the description in the specific devise did not apply to the after- 
— property without stretching the words of the specific devise and 

eating the intention of the testator. But, as was pointed out in that case, 

if a testator devised or bequeathed all his property in a particular county, or 
all his Consols, to A., and the rest of his estate to B., A. would take what- 
ever property in the county named or whatever Consols the testator had at 
his death, and would not be confined to the property or Consols which the 
testator had when he made his will. Section 24 of the Wills Act did not 
by itself, however, quite cover the present case ; for although it enabled 
a testator to dispose of property which he had not got when he made his 
will, it did not of itself enlarge his power of os of what he then 
had. This power, however, was, his lordship thought, conferred by section 
9 of the Mortmain Act, 1891. That section was so worded as to shew that 
the Legislature intended that the Act should apply to wills made before 
its date, provided they came into operation afterwards. Combining this 
section with section 24 of the Wills Act, the result appeared to his lord- 
ship to be that if a testator deviced or bequeathed to a charity all the pro- 
which he could by law so devise or bequeath, the charity would 

take whatever property answered this description at the testator’s death, 
and not merely that which answered the description when he made his 
will. Such a devise or bequest would, his lordship apprehended, clearly 
include property which a testator acquired a right to dispose of 
under a general power conferred upon him after he made his will. An 
extension, whether by a statute or otherwise, of a testator’s power of dis- 
position in the interval between the making of his will and his death did 
not alter the meaning of his , although such extension would 
necesearily enlarge the legal effect of such language by making it 
ly to more objects than it previously would have applied to. 
was quite consistent with Jones v. Ogle (L. R. 8 Ch. App. 192) 

and Re March (27 Ch. D. 166). The foregoing reasoning appeared to his 
lordship to decide this case in favour of the Brompton Hospital. The 
court had been asked to read the gift to the hospital as a gift of pure 
personal estate. But it was not right to substitute one expression for 
another and to treat the two as synonymous, when their legal effects were 
or might be very different. For the same reason it was not right to insert 
the word ‘‘now,” for that might make all the difference by shewing an 
intention to exclude the operation of section 24 of the Wills Act: see Cole 
v. Scott (1 Mac. & G. 518) and other decisions of that class. The court had 
been further asked to say that the testator evidently intended to give his 
wife’s niece something, and that it would be contrary to his catention that 
she should have nothing. This argument was, in his lordship’s opinion, 
4 far the strongest in her favour; but, upon reflection, his lordship 
it ought not to prevail. He had no doubt that the testator 

thought that his wife’s niece would get something; but his lordship saw 
no indication of any intention to prefer her to the Brompton Hospital. 
His intention gk peed the contrary: he intended to give all he could 
to the hospital, to give the niece only what he could not give to the 


. The court should find an intention to deprive the hospital of 
something which by law he could give it. Nothing satisfied 


the 
the 


short of that 
-— in section 24, or amounted to a contrary intention appearing by 





A. L. Surrn, L.J., concurred. 

Davey, L.J., also concurred, and said that the Mortmain Act of 1891 
was not an Act dealing with the construction of wills or the meaning of 
words used in wills, but was an Act intended to make, and which did 
make, a substantial alteration in the law relating to gifts by will to 
charities, which would affect the operation of wills coming within its pro- 
visions. In his lordship’s opinion the Act of 1891 did not alter or affect 
the meaning of the words used by the testator. But, having regard to 
section 24 of the Wills Act, the true meaning and effect of the words used 
was to pass all property of the testator at the time of his death which 
could by law be given for charitable purposes. This view was in accord- 
ance with the decisions on specific gifts. If the words described a par- 
ticular property which the testator had at the date of the will, that, and 
that alone, would pass. Such was the decision of the Court of Appeal in 
Re Portal and Lamb, where the court differed from Kay, J., not on the law, 
but on the construction of the language. But where the specific gift was 
generic, as “‘ all my lands in the parish of Dale,” it would, by the force of 
the Wills Act, pass all the testator’s lands in that parish at the time of his 
death : Doe d. Walker (12 M. & W. 591). His lordship adopted the lan- 
guage of Jessel, M.R., in Hasluck v. Pedley (L. R. 19 Eq. 274) where, 
speaking of the Apportionment Act, he said: ‘‘The Act does not affect 
the meaning of the will, it only alters its legal operation ; a devise of 
Blackacre before the Act carried the accruing rents ; now it does not; not 
because the meaning of Blackacre has been altered, but because the legal 
effect of the devise is different.”” So in the present case the bequest of 
everything which could by law be given to charitable purposes operated 
upon something which, but for the Act of 1891, it could not have operated 
upon.—CovunszL, S. Hall, Q.C., and H. Terrell; Sir Arthur Watson, Q.O., 
and J. 7. Prior ; Ingle Joyce. Sortcrtors, Leathley § Willes ; Stanley Fvans. 

{Reported by M. J. Biaxe, Barrister-at-Law. | 


Re BUCKLE (Deceased), WILLIAMS v. MARSON—No. 2, 6th December. 


Witt—Constrruction—Copicir—‘* ANNUITY TO BE PAID CLEAR OF ALL 
DEDUCTIONS EXCEPT Income Tax ’’—‘* Free or Lecacy Duty AND EVERY 
OTHER DEDUCTION.” 

This was an appeal from an order of North, J. By his will, dated the 
16th of February, 1877, Henry Buckle (deceased), after appointing certain 
of the defendants executors theréof and bequeathing certain legacies, 
devised and bequeathed his real and residuary personal estate to trustees 
upon trust for sale and conversion, and out of the proceeds to pay his 
debts, funeral and testamentary expenses, and legacies, and to invest the 
surplus, and out of the income arising from such investment to pay certain 
annuities as therein mentioned ; and the testator proceeded as follows :— 
** And to such other children,’’ i.e., including the plaintiff Alice Temple 
Williams, the wife of Frederick Sims Williams, ‘‘of my said brother, 
William Boyd Buckle, as and when they shall respectively attain the age 
of twenty-one years, or be married, an annuity of £100 . . . all the 
said annuities . « to be paid clear of all deductions whatsoever 
except income tax.’’ The testator made two codicils, by the second of 
which, dated the 8th of February, 1882, he directed as follows :—‘‘ I 
expressly direct that every legacy and other interest as well derivable 
under my will as any codicil thereto shall be paid free of legacy duty and 
every other deduction.’”’ The plaintiff, who attained the age of twenty-one 
years on the 28th of November, 1886, had since always received from the 
trustees the annuity to which she was entitled as one of the ‘‘ other 
children ’’ of W. B. Buckle as aforesaid in full, without any deduction for 
income tax or otherwise, but upon the trustees threatening to deduct 
income tax in future, and, further, to make a deduction for income tax 
already paid, she commenced an action by way of originating summons 
to have the question determined whether or not, upon the true construction 
of the will and codicils, the annuity ought to be paid free of income tax. 
North, J., decided that it was not payable free of income tax. The 
plaintiff appealed. 

Tue Covurr (Linpiey, A. L. Smrrn, and Davey, L.JJ.) allowed the 
appeal, saying that if the testator chose to treat income tax as a deduction 
there was no reason why it should not be treated so, and he had so treated 
it here. The case was governed, if at all, by Turner v. Mullineuz (1 J. & 
H. 334) rather than by Gieadhow v. Leetham (31 W. R. 269, 22 Ch. D. 271). 
—CounseL, G. P. C. Lawrence; W.B.Coltman. Soxtcrrors, Hollams, Son, § 
Coward ; Marson § Son. 

[Reported by Arnruun Lawzence, Barrister-at-Law. | 


Re MARTIN WALLIS & CO. (LIM.)—No. 2, 7th December. 


Company—Petit1ion TO Winp urp—Disputep Dest or Perrriongr—D1s- 
MISSAL OF PETITION. 


In this case, which was an appeal from a decision of Kennedy, J. 
(sitting as Vacation Judge), reported 37 Soxicrrors’ Journat, 822, dismissing 
a petition to wind up the company by a person who alleged himself to be 
a creditor of the company, but whose debt was disputed, 

Tue Court (Livoiey, A. L. Smrrn, and Davey, L.JJ.), without calling 
on the respondent company, dismissed the - ga ene Herbert 
Reed, Q.C., and Loehnis; Oswald, Q.C., and EF. Bray. Soxscrrors, 
Rowcliffes, Rawle, § Co. ; Harper § Batteock. 

(Reported by Agtuurz Lawrence, Barrister-at-Law. | 


CHELSEA ELECTRICITY (SUPPLY CO. (LIM.) v. LONDON ELECTRIC 
SUPPLY CORPORATION (LIM.)—No. 2, 6th December. 
Contract sy Exgcrraic Licutinc Co.—Vauipiry—Powszrs IMPosED BY 
SratvurTe. 

This was an appeal by the defendant corporation from a decision of 
Wright, J. (sitting as Vacation Judge), d 37 Soxicrroks’ JourNnat, 
729, restraining the appellants until the trial of the action or further order 
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from laying any distributing rials A of tho Obelnn Klose Lighting 
within the area described in Schedule A. of the Chelsea Electric Ligh 
Order, 1886, except as provided by an agreement between the plaintiffs 
and the defendants dated the 9th of July, 1889. On the case being called 
on, counsel for the appellants stated that an agreement had been come to 
between the parties, and 

Tue Court (Lixpiey, A. L. Sura, and Davey, L.JJ.) directed an order 
to be drawn up in such terms as the parties should agree.—Counsz., 
J. G. Butcher; Bryan Farrer. Sotrcrrors, Deacon, Gibson, § Medcalf ; 
Renshaw, Kekewich, ¢ Smith. 

{Reported by Anruur Lawrence, Barrister-at-Law. | 


HOLE v. CHARD UNION—No. 2, 12th December. 


Practice—Triuat—Insunction—Inauiry as TO Damaces— Nuisance — 
PotiuTion or Srxueam—Continurne Cause or Action — Damaces 
Assessep pown TO Dare orZOnrer Cuierx’s Certiricats—R. 8. C. 
XXXVI., 58. 

Appeal from the decision of Chitty, J. A question was raised on this 
ap as to the true construction and effect of ord. 36, r. 58, which pro- 
vides that ‘‘ where damages are to be assessed in respect of any continu- 
ing cause of action, they shall be assessed down to the time of the 
assessment.’’ The action was for an injunction to restrain the 
defendant union from permitting se to flow through their sewers 
and works, into a stream passing through the plaintiff’s land, so as to 
create a nuisance to the plaintiff. The action was tried before Chitty, J., 
on the 25th of February, 1890, when he made an order granting a per- 

injunction against the defendants and directed an inquiry as to 
what a the plaintiff had sustained by reason of the nuisance com- 
mitted by the defendants; the order further directed that the operation of 
the injunction was to be suspended till the 25th of August, 1890. The 
chief clerk’s certificate, in answer to the inquiry directed by the judgment, 
was not given until the 24th of July, 1893; he certified the damages at 
£2,000, and in assessing the damages carried down the assessment to the 
date of the certificate. The defendants —_— to the judge to vary the 
certificate, and contended that damages should have been assessed only 
down to the 25th of August, 1890, the date when the injunction ited 
came into operation, upon the ground that the inquiry coieek evuld 
only relate to the damages suffered down to the time when the injunction 
came into operation, because the cause of action was that in respect of 
which the injunction was granted, and that particular cause of action 
necessarily ceased when the injunction came into operation ; and that if 
there were any nuisance committed after that date it was a fresh cause of 
action, and not within the scope of the inquiry before the chief clerk, and, 
therefore, that ord. 36, r. 58, was not applicable. Chitty, J., held 

that there was a continuing cause of action within the meaning of ord. 36, 

r. 58, and that the chief clerk was right in assessing the es down to 

the date of his certificate ; his lordship, however, reduced the amount of 

the damages. The defendants appealed. 

Tue Court (Lrnpiey, A. L. Surru, and Davey, L.JJ.) dismissed the 
appeal. 
Lryvxey, L.J., said that it had been argued on behalf of the defendants 
that in assessing the damages it was not right in principle to take into 
consideration acts done after the 25th of August, 1890—the date when the 
injunction came into operation—because any nuisance after 
that date gave rise to a fresh cause of action, and was not a continuing 
cause of action in respect of which damages could be assessed down to 
the date of assessment under ord. 36, r. 58. In his opinion, however, a 
continuing cause of action was a cause of action arising from the tion 
of a series of acts of the same kind. The cause of action com of 
and existing in the present case was precisely the kind of at which 
rule 58 was aimed, its object being to prevent the necessity of bringing 
repeated actions in respect of repeated nuisances. To adopt the argument 
of the defendants would be to render that rule altogether a nullity. The 
cause of action was a continuing one: it was the of acts of the 
same kind %, had at the trial bey te nor» + to ay none a 
nuisance. @ judge below was therefore t in assessing the damages 
right down to the ‘ee of the chief clerk’s certificate. 

A. L. Surru, L.J., said that the question whether the acts complained 
of were or were not a continuing cause of action within rule 58 depended 
on the nature of the acts; if the acts complained of were repeated in 
assertion of the same right claimed, those acts should, in his opinion, be 
treated as a continuing cause of action. In the present case there had 
been a repetition of the same acts in assertion of the same right, and that 
was a continuing cause of action within the meaning of ord. 36, r. 58. 

Davey, L.J., concurred.—Counsri, Cozens-Hardy, Q.C., Farwell, Q.C., 
and R. C. Glen; Byrne, Q.C., and Bunting. Sorscrrors, Vandercom, Hardy, 
Oatway, § Doulton ; Walker § Battiscombe, for Partridge $ Cockram, Tiverton. 

[Reported by M. J. Buaxn, Barrister-at-Law.! 





High Court—Chancery Division. 
Re HEWETT, HALLETT ». HEWETT—North, J., 6th December. 
Jour Tenancy—Mareiace Serrnement—SrveRance. 
Under the ultimate trust for the next of kin of the settlor in a voluntary 
settlement of personal property executed on the 14th of August, 1883, by 
the late Sir scott Hewett, Miss 8S. Hewett and Mrs. Hallett became 


entitled as joint tenants. By an indenture dated the 23rd of October, 
1880, and being a settlement made on the of Mrs. the 


marriage Hallett, 
husband and wife covenanted with the trustees that if the wife then was or 
at any time or times during the said intended coverture, or her husband 
in her right, should at one time and from one source become 


entitled, by 


purchase, or 
menage fospein Be above the value of £300 for 
and ell oth oe parties 
an other necessary 
admit convey, —— surrender, and 
property to the trustees upon trust that 
venient speed, and in such manner as they should think fit, sell 


vert into money the said real and personal ont ae See 
of the posse Ganeel toun ani te Go ain Sean This 


Mrs. Hallett had been severed by Mrs. 
was contended for Mrs. Hallett that this case was 

Caldwell v. Fellowes (18 W. R. 486, L. R. 9 Eq. 410), as in that case there was a 
reversionary interest in existence at the date of the covenant to settle 


after-acquired p ° 
Norra, J., that the covenant to settle after-acquired 
contained in the settlement of the 23rd of October, 1880, 


marriage 
the joint tenancy, although no such interest was in existence when the 
settlement was made. The voluntary settlement gave Mrs. Hallett some 
cont t estate or interest, which, however, could not be ascertained 
until Sir Prescott Hewett’s death, so that the marriage settlement did 
not affect the per at the time the voluntary settlement was made; 
but when Sir Prescott died, then his next of kin were ascertainable, and 
they then had a clear, though possibly remote, interest. This case was 
within the principle of Caldwell v. Fellowes, th the facts were different, 
as there there was a reversionary interest at the time the cove- 
ment te clits One eS, Seen oe ae 
no difference. In equity an agreement to sever as 
tion of the parties had been carried out 
property : Brown v. Raindle (3 Ves. jun. 356). In his lordship’s opinion, 
therefore, the covenant operated as a severance of the j 
far as Mrs. Hallett was concerned.—Covunset, S. Hall, Q.C.; Rowden ; 
Paice ; Capron. Soxicrrons, Currey, Holland, § Currey. 
[Reported by C, F. Duxcax, Barrister-at-Law.]} 


Re THE CENTRAL SUGAR FACTORIES OF BRAZIL (LIM.)— 
North, J., 9th December. 


Company—WIrnpinec up—OCrEprror—ATTACHMENT OR Emparco on ASskTs 
or Company—Sare or Assets—Braziian Law—Pxrioriry. 


This was a motion on the part of the official 
Sugar Factories of Brazil Co. (Limited), that Lidga' , 
diff, might be ordered, without prej to any rights that he might have 
against the purchase-money under an order dated the 9th of August, 
1893, to remove an attachment or embargo on the of pp ed 
in Brazil. Flack was a creditor of the company to amount of 
£1,700. He had recovered judgment in Brazil, and his case was that ac- 
cording to Brazilian law, as his debt had been incurred for coals used in 
the company’s factories, he had a priority over the company’s assets in 
that country. The liquidator had entered into arrangements for the sale 
of the company’s property, and desired to have the embargo removed for 
the purpose of a the sale. 

Norrn, J., granted the injunction, directing bag Fo agg to place 
£3,000 to a separate account to secure the claim of Flack. The principle 
of Re Oriental Inland Steam Co. (L. R. 9 Ch. 557), that when the 
up order has been made the assets of the company are held in trust for 
creditors, applied to this case. At the same time the creditors’ interests 
must be protected, and the question of the amount due to Flack would 
have to be determined, remembering that he had obtained judgment in 
Brazil, and considering his claim that by Brazilian law he was entitled to 
a priority in respect of the ap he the company in that country.— 
CounseL, Swinfen Eady, Q.C., and ; &. Hall, Q.C., and J. G. Wood, 
Souicrrors, Ashurst, Morris, Crisp, $ Co. ; Ince, Colt, $ Ince. 


[Repcrted by J. Anruur Price, Barrister-at-Law. | 


SMITH v. TRICKELL—North, J., 7th December. 


Practice—Nortice or Morron—Specrat Laave—JvupeGe HEARING Wirness 
Actions—MOorTIons TAKEN BY ANOTHER JUDGE. 


This was an ex parte to North, J., for leave to serve notice 
of motion for an injun with the writ for a special day in an action 
assigned to Chitty, Chitty, J., was at that time taking 8 
list of witness actions, and North, J., was hearing motions him. At 
the day roposed for the hearing of the motion Chitty, J., would have 
finished hi itness list. 

Nortn, J., who, on the facts of peony on leave to serve notice of 
motion, held that the application had been tly made to 
at the time of the hearing Chitty, J., would have finished his list of witness 
actions.—CounseL, Redman, Soxicrrors, Eldridge § Sprott, for Sprott § Son, 


vanities: [Reported by J. Anruur Paice, Barrister-at-Law.| 


SAUNDERS v. THE SUN LIFE ASSURANCE CO. OF CANADA— 
Stirling, J., 7th December. ~ 


Company—Traps Name—Forsicn Oompany— Use or smmarn Traps 
Name ry Enciranp—LInsuncrron, 


This was a motion by the Sun Life Assurance Co. by their statutory 
officer for an injunction to restrain the company from carrying 
on in the United Kingdom the business of a life assurance 

under the name of ‘The Sun Life Assurance Co. of Canada,” or of any 
other name of which the word “Sun” formed a d 
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the Sun Life Assurance Co., and from carrying on in the United Kingdom 
such business as aforesaid under such insignia or otherwise in such a 
manner as to be calculated to represent or lead to the belief that the 
defendant company was the Sun Life Assurance Co., or that the business 
carried on by the defendant company was the business of the said society. 
The company were established by a deed of settlement in 1810 
as a life insurance society, but the society was now regulated by an Act 
in 1869. Their head office was in Threadneedle-street, and they 
branches in London, in the United Kingdom, and in many foreign 
countries. The defendant company, although incorporated in Canada in 
1865 under the name of the Sun Insurance Co. of Montreal, did not 
commence business until 1871. Shortly afterwards they changed their 
name to the Sun Mutual Life Assurance Co. of Canada, and in 1882 they 
assumed their present name. Early in this year the plaintiff company 
learnt that the defendant company intended to open an office in London, 
and a correspondence ensued, with the result that the defendant company 
insisted upon their right to carry on business here under their own name, 
and in June opened an office in the Poultry. The plaintiffs then brought 
this action, and moved for an injunction in the terms above stated until 
the trial of the action. It was contended on their behalf that the inevitable 
result of the defendant company’s action would be that it would be 
mistaken for the plaintiff company, who would suffer damage; and that 
it was not necessary for the plaintiff company to prove fraud in order to 
obtain the injunction. They relied on Hendricks v. Montagu (30 W. R. 
168, 17 Ch. D. 638). On behalf of the defendant company it was con- 
tended that their corporate name was duly conferred upon them by the 
Legislature, and that in the absence of fraud they were entitled 
to use that name, even though its similarity to that of the plaintiff com- 
pany might lead to confusion. Turton v. Turton (38 W. R. 22, 42 Ch. D. 
28) was relied on. 

Srmuine, J., said that neither Hendricks v. Montagu nor Turton v. Turton 
exactly covered the present case. Each case was an application of the law 
laid down in Burgess v. Burgess (3 De G. M. & G. 896), in which Turner, 
L.J., said : ‘‘ No man can have any right to represent his goods as the 

8 of another person, but in applications of this kind it must be made 
out that the defendant is selling his own goods as the goods of another. 
When a is selling goods under a particular name, and another 
person not having that name is using it, it may be presumed that he so 
uses it to represent the goods sold by himself as the goods of the person 
whose name he uses ; but where the defendant sells goods under his own 
name, and it appears that the plaintiff has the same name, it does not 
follow that the defendant is selling his goods as the goods of the plaintiff. 
It is a question of evidence in each case whether there is a false repre- 
sentation or not.’’ The case of Hendricks v. Montagu fell within the first 
of the two classes with which Turner, L.J.’s judgment dealt, where 
— not having a particular name chose to use it for business purposes. 

hat appeared from the explanations given by Lord Esher, M.R., and 
Cotton and Fry, L.JJ., in Turton v. Turton, which was an example of the 
second class. The present case was not one of the creation or assumption 
of a fancy title by a new company. The name of the Sun Life Assurance 
Co. of Canada was conferred on the defendant company by the legislative 
authority to which it owed its existence, and was its corporate name. 
That name the defendant company was entitled to use in deeds and other 
instruments ; by that name, according to the practice of English 
ww, it was entitled to sue, and by that name it was being sued in this 
action. The user of the name, provided it were without abbreviation, 
addition, or other modification, involved no misstatement of facts; it was 
the simple truth that the defendant company was the Sun Life Assurance 
Co. of Canada, and it seemed to him that interference with the use of that 
name for the ordinary purposes of the business which the defendant com- 
pany was incorporated to carry on was open to the same objections as 
were consi by the Court of Appeal to be sufficient to prevent the 
segue of any injunction in Turton v. Turton. His lordship was there- 
‘ore unable to make any order on the first branch of the motion so far as it 
sought to restrain the defendant company from using its full corporate 
name, but in his opinion the right did not extend to the use of the name 
*‘ The Sun” or the ‘Sun Life” without the addition of the important 
words ‘‘ of Canada,’’ and he thought that those who were responsible for 
the management of the defendant company’s affairs could not keep this 
consideration too firmly before their own minds or impress it too strongly 
upon their subordinates in this country. The defendant company re- 
the imputation of dishonesty, and the plaintiffs’ counsel had 
pointedly abstained from making such a charge, and, under all the 
circumstances, he would direct the latter part of the motion to stand to 
the trial, the costs of the motion to be dealt with then, unless the parties 
were desirous now to put an end to the action. Counsel for the defendant 
——r expressed their willingnees to treat the hearing of the motion as 
the of the action, and to undertake that they would not use any 
abbreviation of their full name without the addition of the words “ of 
Canada,”’ and it was agreed that the undertaking should be reduced into 
writing, and that the costs should be dealt with on a subsequent day.— 
Counsei, Hastings, Q.C., Moulton, Q.C., and Sebastian; Finlay, Q.C., 
Buckley, Q.C., and C. B. Maclaren. Souscrrons, Ashurst, Morris, Crisp, ¢ 
Oo. ; James Robinson. 
[Reported by W. A. G. Woops, Barrister-at-Law. | 





High Court—Queen’s Bench Division. 
KEMP (Appellant), WANKLYN (Respondent)—7th December. 


PantiaMEent—ReacistraTion—Service or Notice or Onsecrion—‘‘ Orpr- 
wary Course or Post’’—6 Vicr. c. 18, ss. 17, 100. 


Special case stated by the revising barrister for the borough of Col- 





chester. The appellant had objected to the names of forty-seven 

being retained on division 2 of the list as parliamentary voters in the 
parish of St. Giles’, in the borough of Colchester. The names of these 
persons were on the list in respect of dwelling-house qualifications in the 
cavalry and artillery barracks at Colchester, and their places of abode were 
given in the list as being in the barracks. On behalf of the voters it was 
contended that there was no proof that notices of objection had been 
served upon them on or before the 20th of August in accordance with 
section 17 of 6 Vict. c. 18. Duplicates of the notices of objection, stamped 
in accordance with section 100, and dated the 19th of August, were produced 
before the revising barrister as evidence that the notices were delivered in 
the ordinary course of post. It was proved that letters addressed to 
soldiers in barracks are not delivered at the barracks by the post office 
authorities, but are called for at the post office by orderlies from the 
different regiments, and by them taken to the barracks and delivered. In 
the present case the persons to whom the notices were addressed had left 
Colchester on a day between the 15th of July and the 19th of August, 
and were on the latter day at Aldershot. The notices were brought to 
the barracks at Colchester from the post office at about 1.45 p.m. 
on the 19th of August. The corporal in charge thought the 
notices were ordinary circulars, which he had orders to keep back, 
and he accordingly put the notices aside until he could consult 
an officer. On the 20th of August he saw an officer, who directed 
him to forward the notices to Aldershot, which was done on the 
2lst of August. If the corporal in charge had not thought that the 
notices were circulars they would have been forwarded on the 19th of 
August, and delivered in Aldershot on the following day. The revising 
barrister held that there had been no delivery of the notices in the ordinary 
course of post in the barracks within section 100 of 6 Vict. c. 18, and that, 
therefore, the stamped duplicates were not available to prove service of 
the notices of objection, and the names of the persons objected to were, 
therefore, retained on the list. Section 100 of 6 Vict. c. 18 provides that 
the postmaster of the office where the notice of objection is posted shall 
stamp a duplicate of the notice, and that the production by the party who 
posted such notice of such stamped duplicate shall be evidence of the 
notice having been given to the person at the place mentioned in such 
duplicate on the day on which such notice would, in the ordinary course of 
post, have been delivered to such place.’’ 

Tue Court (Lord Coteriner, C.J., Lawrance and Coxurns, JJ.) dis- 
missed the appeal. 

Lord Corgriner, C.J., said that it was obvious that the case had been 
stated for the purpose of reviewing the case of Childs v. Cox (20 Q. B. D. 
289), the facts of which were identical with the present case. Notwith- 
standing that he had himself reluctantly concurred with the rest of the 
court-in that decision, he thought it was wrong. As, however, there was 
a right of appeal, it would be better to adhere to that decision. The 
appeal would, therefore, be dismissed, and leave to appeal would be 
given. 

Lawrance and Coins, JJ., concurred.—Counsg, Lewis Thomas; W. 
Graham. Soxicrrors, Speechly, Mumford, § Co., for Ashley Prior, Colchester ; 
White § Co. 

. {Reported by F. O, Rozixson, Barrister-at-Law. } 


PALMER (Appellant), WADE (Respondent); WADE (Appellant), PALMER 
(Respondent)—5th December. 


PARLIAMENT—REGISTRATION—INHABITANT OcCUPIER—RATING OF 
PREMISES. 


Special cases stated by the revising barrister for the borough of 
Norwich. At the revision of the list No. 1, of persons entitled to be 
registered in respect of the occupation of property in the city of Nor- 
wich, the name of Palmer appeared on the list as occupier—‘“‘ place 
of abode, Gloucester-street’’; ‘‘ nature of qualification, dwelling- 
house, successive; description of qualifying property, 4, Newmarket- 
street, Gloucester-street.” The name was objected to on the ground 
that the qualifying property had not been rated to the poor or for 
other purposes during the whole of the qualifying period. The 
board of guardians of Norwich have, by various local Acts, the powers 
of overseers of the poor, and are empowered to levy all municipal 
rates as well as poor rates. On the 24th of August, 1892, the board of 
guardians made a poor rate, which was duly allowed by the justices of 
the city. On the 8th of February and 23rd of August, 1893, 
similar rates for expenses required before the 30th of June and the 31st of 
December, 1893, were made and duly allowed. From a date prior to the 
15th of July, 1892, until the 15th of December, 1892, Palmer was the 
inhabitant occupier of the house 4, Newmarket-street ; he then removed 
to the house described as Gloucester-street, of which he remained the 
inhabitant occupier until after the 15th of July, 1893. The owner of the 
house 4, Newmarket-street compounded for the rates of the house, and 
was duly rated as owner in respect of all rates made during Palmer’s 
occupation and paid such rates. The name of Palmer appeared in the 
rate-book as occupier of this house. The house in Gloucester-street had 
been recently built on vacant land, of which the owner had not previously 
had any beneficial occupation, and neither the house nor the land had 
been comprised in any rate made prior to the rate of the 23rd of August 
last, nor had Palmer or the owner been rated for the house prior to that 
rate, because it was not the custom of the board of guardians either to 
insert a new house into an existing rate or to make a supplemen rate 
for that house. Neither the owner of the house nor Palmer had any 
be rated, and there had not been any payment or tender 
of rates by them. The name of Palmer having been objected to, 
the revising barrister decided that for the purpose of the parlia- 


mentary franchise it was not necessary that the voter or owner should 
have been rated for the qualifying property ; but that by the Municipal 
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Corporation Act, 1882, it was necessary, in order to entitle the occupier 
to vote at municipal elections, that either he or the owner should be rated. 
‘The revising barrister therefore removed the name from division 1 (the list 
of persons entitled to vote at both parliamentary and municipal elections), 
but retained the name in division 2 (the list of a peas voters only). 
The voter appealed against the decision in the first case the objector 
a ed in the second cage. 

# Covrr (Lord Corzripez, C.J., Lawrance and Corus, JJ.) held 
that the revising barrister was right in removing the name from division 1, 
but wrong in retaining the name in division 2. ‘The appeal was therefore 
dismissed in the first case and allowed in the second case. 

Lord Cotzriper, C.J., said that in the case of McGafigan v. Riddell (28 
L. R. Ir. 257) the Irish Court of Appeal had decided that in a case such as 
this the voter was not entitled to the parliamentary franchise. It was a 
unanimous decision of the Court of Appeal in Ireland and was therefore 
of the highest authority, and it was impossible, without overruling that 
case, to hold that this voter was entitled to the parliamen franchise. 
With regard to the municipal franchise, however, the ion of the 
revising Cates r was right. 

Lawrance, J., concurred, but said that he should have been of the 
contrary opinion had it not been for the authority of the Irish decision. 

Cotiimss, J., concurred.—Counset, Morten; Germaine. Soxicrrors, 
Gover § Chiles, for L. W. English, Norwich; L. W. English, Norwich. 

[Reported by F. O. Rosixsoy, Barrister-at-Law. } 


MANN (Appellant), JOHNSON (Respondent); HURAM (Appellant), 
HILLEARY (Respondent)—8th December. 


PARLIAMENT—REGISTRATION—DESCRIPTION OF QUALIFICATION—POWER OF 
AMENDMENT. 


These two cases, which raised the same question, were argued together. 
The first case was a special case stated by the revising barrister for the 
borough of Nottingham. The appellant claimed before the revising 
barrister to have his name inserted in division 1 of the occupiers’ list of 
the parish of Radford, in the borough of Nottingham, as a parliamentary 
and a municipal voter. The particulars of claim stated that the appellant’s 
place of abode was 125, Morton-street; the nature of q' tion, 
dwelling-houses in succession ; description of qualifying property, Oliver- 
terrace, Oliver-street, and 11, Moorgate-street. The appellant had 
occupied 11, Moorgate-street as an inhabitant householder during the 
whole of the qualifying period, and had not occupied Oliver-terrace 
during any portion of that period. The revising barrister was requested 
to amend the claim by changing ‘‘ dwelling-houses in succession ’’ in the 
third column to ‘‘ dwelling-house,” and by striking ‘‘ Oliver-terrace, 
Oliver-street’’ out of the fourth column. The revising barrister, 
although desirous of making the amendment, held that he had no power 
to do so, and disallowed the appellant’s claim. In the second case, in 
which the facts were the same, a special case had been stated by the 
revising barrister for the West Ham division of Essex. 

Tue Covrr (Lord Corermer, C.J., Lawrance and Coxiims, JJ.) 
dismissed the appeals. 

Lord Cotzrincz, C.J., said that various authorities had been cited by 
both sides in support of their contentions. In the cases of Hitchins v. 
Brown (2 ©. B. 25) and Bartlett v. Gibbs (5 M. & G. 81) (which were both 
decisions of undoubted authority) the court clearly beid that the occupa- 
tion of a house was the qualification proper, or general, and that the 
occupation of houses in succession was in the nature of a rider to a house— 
that is to say, it did not alter but explained the qualification. Then in 
the case of Ford v. Hoar (14 Q. B. D. 507) the judgment of the court, from 
which his lordship had dissented, was that where the list stated that the 
voter had occupied two houses, and he had as a matter of fact occupied a 
third as well, the list might be amended by adding the third house to the 
qualification. In Lynch v. Wheatley (14 Q. B. D. 504) the facts were the 
eame as in the present case, and the court there held that where the 
amendment consisted, not in making an addition to, but in striking out a 
superfiuity in the qualification, the amendment might be made. In Foskett 
v. Kaufman (16 Q. B. D. 279) the Court of Appeal adopted the same view 
as his lordship had given in his dissenting judgment in Ford v. Hoar—viz., 
that an amendment in the nature of an addition to the qualification could 
not be made, but the Court of Appeal had gone further, and it could not 
be denied that in the judgments of the Master of the Rolls and the other 
Lords Justices in Foskett v. Kaufman there were expressions of on 
which, though not necessary for the decision of that case, nevertheless 
justified the argument that ‘‘ houses in succession’? was a different 
qualification from ‘‘ house.’’ If that was so it followed that there could 
be no amendment for the purpose of changing ‘‘ houses in succession ’’ 
into “‘house’’ because to do that would be to change the qualification. 
His lordship still adhered to the construction which had been put upon 
the statute by the court in Lynch v. . and he therefore thought 
that the revising barrister had power to amend in the present cases, but he 
held that the court was bound by the dicta in the judgments‘of the Court of 
Appeal in Foskett v. Kaufman, and the appeals would therefore be 
dismissed, but leave to appeal would be given. 

Lawrance, J., agreed that the appeals ought to be dismissed, but 
concurred with the view of the Court of Appeal that the occupation of one 
house and the occupation of two or more houses in succession were in 
the nature of different qualifications. 

Coins, J., concurred in the opinion of Lord Coleridge, C.J. Appeals 
dismissed.— First case—Counset, Minton-Senhouse ; Appleton. Sottcrrors, 
S. G. Warner, for Johnstone, Nottingham; Sharpe, Parkers, ¢ Co., for Sir 
I. G. Johnson, Town Olerk, Nottingham. Second case—Counssi, C. E. 
Jones ; Roskitl. Soxscrrons, Sedgwick ¢ Sharman; Hilleary, Town 


LAW SOCIETIES, 
SOLICITORS’ BENEVOLENT ASSOCIATION, 


ph pry eg pen fneree the board of directors of this association 
was held at the Law Institution, Chancery-lane, London, on Wednesday, 
the 13th inst., Mr. John Henry Kays im the chair. The other directors 
~ were Messrs. H. C. Beddoe (Hereford), W. F. Blandy (Reading), 
. Beriah Brook, H. Morten Robert Cunliffe, Grantham R. . 
William Geare, Augustus Holder bes 
pool), John Hunter, R. Pideock ( 
Roscoe, R. W. Tweedie, A 
distributed in grants of relief; six new members were admi 
association ; and other general business was transacted. 


UNITED LAW SOCIETY. 


Dec. 11.—Mr. A. K. Common in the chair.—Mr. E. W. Sinclair Cox 
moved: ‘“‘That the action of the miners d the recent Coal War 
was prejudicial to their own best interests.”’ opener, in a forcible 

ch, pointed to the fact that the miners, after 
in argued that the idea of 


for months, ended by accepting it. He 

the “‘ Living Wage’’ was an economical absurdity. To return to that 
idea was to revive doctrines exploded since the Labourers’ Acts in 
Plantagenet times. Dr. 0. Herbert Smith the motion, observing 
that the principle at stake was that of a um wage. — 
was economically sound, and had the authority of J. 8. Mill and 
Marshall. It was vindicated by the Dock Strike, and henceforth. would 
have to be recognized as a and proper principle. Mr. C. 
Kains-Jackson supported the motion in a humorous speech, and am 
the subsequent speakers were Mr. Hubbard, Mr. Halcomb, Mr. W. F. 
Symonds, Mr. W. 8. Sherrington, Mr. L. W. Browne, Mr. Le Maistre, 

kins, and Mr. MacOlelland. Mr. Sinclair Cox replied, and the 
motion being put to the house was carried by five votes. 


| 








LAW STUDENTS’ JOURNAL. 
LAW STUDENTS’ SOCIETIES. 


Law Srupsnts’ Depatixe Sociery.—Dec. 12—Mr. ©. Curtis in the 
chair.—Mr. P. Marshall the debate in the affirmative on th 

following moot point :—‘‘ Would any, and what, action lie against the 
auctioneer under the foll : A sale of goods by auction 
is advertised by him ‘ without reserve,’ subject to annexed conditions, one 
of which is that the owner of any goods p eaten ee eS eee 
sale, by notice in writing to the auctioner, fix a reserve ) agen wner 
gives such a notice to the auctioneer’s clerk and puts reserve at £50, 


but this is not communicated to the auctioneer, who sells the goods for £10 
without reserve ?’’ The follo gentlemen also spoke — > affirm- 


ative—H. Harcourt, A. Nugent - ag CO. A. Anderson, F. 
A. E. Clarke ; in the negative—A. W. Watson. The following, amongs 
other cases, were referred to :—Warlow v. Harrison (28 L. J. Q. B. 18, 
L. J. Q. B. 14), Bexwell v. Christie (1 . 395), Howard v. Castle (6 T. R. 
942), Crowder v. Austin (3 Bing. 868), Nelson v. Aldridge (2 Stark. 435), 
Payne v. Cave (2'T. R. 148), Emmerson v. Heelis (2 Taun. 38), Whitev. Procter 
(4 Taunt. 109). was considerable difference of opinion as to whether 
there was any effectual sale by reason of the auctioneer having exceeded 
his authority, but the society was unanimous in considering that an action 
would lie either on the partof the vendor or of the purchaser, in the case 
of the former for damages for breach of duty and negligence, in the case 
of the latter on the that there was no effectual sale, and for 
damages for breach of warranty of authority. 
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NEW ORDERS, &c. 
CHRISTMAS VACATION, 1893. 
Norice. 
There will be no sitting in Court di the Christmas Vacation. 
During Christmas Vacation :—All 
immediately or promptly heard are to be made, until December 30th, to 
the Honourable Mr. Justice Wright, and afterwards to the Honourable 





West Ham. 
[Reported by F. O, Ronmsox, Barrister-at-Law. ] 
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His lordship will sit in Queen’s Bench Judges’ Chambers on Tuesday, 
January 2nd; Wednesday, January 3rd; and Thursday, January 4th, at 
11 a.m. on each day, for the disposal of urgent Queen’s Bench Sum- 
monses. His lordship will also sit in the same Chambers for the same 
purpose on Friday, January 5th, at 11.30 a.m., and again on Tuesday, 
Jan 





ag A 9th, at 11 a.m. : 
His lordship will also sit in the same place on Friday, January 5th, at 
11 a.m., for the disposal of Chancery urgent summonses. 

On other days within the above period, applications in urgent matters 
may be made to his lordship, at 24, Clanricarde-gardens, 8.W. 

In any case of great urgency, the brief of counsel may be sent to the 
judge by book-post, or parcel, prepaid, accompanied by office copies of the 
affidavits in support of the application, and also by a minute, on a sepa- 
rate sheet of paper, signed by counsel, of the order he may consider the 
applicant entitled to, and also an envelope capable of receiving the papers, 
addressed as follows :—‘‘ Chancery Official Letter: To the Registrar in 
Vacation, Chancery Registrars’ Chambers, Royal Courts of Justice, 
London, W.C.”’ P 

On applications for injunctions, in addition to the above, a copy of the 
writ, oa a certificate of writ issued, must also be sent. 

The papers sent to the judge will be returned to the registrar. 

The chambers of Mr. Justice Chitty will be open, for vacation business 
only, from 11 to 2 on Wednesday, December 27th; Thursday, December 
28th; Friday, December 29th; Tuesday, January 2nd; Wednesday 
January 3rd ; Thursday, January 4th, and Friday, January 5th. 

Chancery Registrars’ Chambers, Royal Courts of Justice. 

December 5th, 1893. 








LEGAL NEWS. 
APPOINTMENTS. 


Mr. Pumir Tuomas Ruys, solicitor, of the firm of Gery & Rhys, of 
Aberdare, has been appointed Clerk to the Ystradfellte School Board. 
Mr. Rhys was admitted in 1881. 


Mr. Geo. Aucustvs Weston, solicitor, of Church-street, Kidderminster, 
Worcester, has been appointed a Commissioner for Oaths. Mr. Weston 
was admitted in December, 1887. 


Mr. Joszry Leese, Q.C., M.P., has been appointed Recorder of Man- 
chester in the place of Mr. West, Q.C., deceased. 


Mr. Samui Hart, Q.C., has been appointed Attorney-General of the 
Duchy of Lancaster in succession to Mr. West, Q.C. 


Mr. Henry Gorpon Suez, Q.C., has been appointed Judge of the Sal- 
ford Hundred Court of Record. 


Mr. Antuvr Sroxes, barrister, has been appointed Recorder of New- 
bury, in the place of Mr. Dowdeswell, Q.0., deceased. 


Mr. Ricuarp Marrack, Mr. Atmaric Rumsey, Mr. Harry Jounson, and 
Mr. Georce Szrreii, barristers, have been appointed members of the 
board of examiners established by the four Inns of Court under rule 4 of 
the ‘‘ Consolidated Regulations.’’ 


Mr. Montacuz Crackantuorre, Q.C., has been appointed vice-chairman, 
and Mr. Bosanquet, Q.0., Mr. Cuannetz, Q.C., and Mr. A. T. Lawrence 
have been appointed members of the Council of Law Reporting. 





GENERAL. 


Recent scene in the Court of Appeal. Learned Lord Justice to Mr. X.: 
Will you kindly inform the court what is the point of law before us, which 
you are obscuring with your eloquence ?”’ 

The Pall Mall Gazette says that the Lord Chief Justice has appointed his 
brother-in-law, Mr. E. C. B. Lawford, to the post recently vacated by 
Mr. T. W. Erle. There is to be some rearrangement of the duties. The 
place is said to be worth £600 per annum. 


The appeal of Mr. Sheikh Meeran Buksh, an Indian law student, and 
the son of a late general in the Sikh army, against the decision of the 
benchers of Gray’s-inn, who in July last refused to call him to the bar of 
that honourable society, will be commenced on Monday next in one of the 
committee-rooms of the House of Lords, when the Lord Chancellor, the 
Lord Chief Justice of England (Lord Coleridge), Sir Francis Jeune, and 
Justices Mathew, Romer, Wright, Collins, and Kennedy will constitute 
the tribunal before whom the appeal will be heard. 

On the 9th inst., in the House of Commons, Mr. Hanbury asked the 
Secretary of State for the Home Department whether the attention of the 
Government had been called to the great difference between the sentences 

in different courts of justice in this country for similar offences, 

and whether the Government were taking, or intended to take, any steps 
to remedy those inequalities in the present system of administering justice. 
Mr. Asquith said the disparity to which the hon. member refers has always 
existed, and, partly owing to the milder views of punishment which now 
prevail upon the bench, it is, I believe, less serious both in its extent and 
in its uences than at any previous time. When a sentence appears 
to be ive it can always be reduced by an exercise of the prerogative 
of mercy. When a sentence is too lenient, which, however, is, in my 
pang en a case of much rarer occurrence, there is no means of correcting 
defect. No one, so far as I am aware, has yet succeeded in suggesting 











a really satisfactory method of dealing with the problem—a method, tha 

is, which would at the same time prevent inequalities and yet leave um- 
fettered the discretion of the bench to adjust the measure of punishment 
to the infinitely varied circumstances of particular cases. 


On the 8th inst., in the House of Commons, Sir R. Webster asked the 
Secretary of State for the Home Department whether any and what steps 
have been taken towards publishing the Chronological Table of Statutes 
which was omitted from the last edition of the Index to the Statutes, 
printed for Majesty’s Stationery Office, and as to which he promised to 
confer with the Statute Law Committee. Sir J. Hibbert said: Since my 
hon. and learned friend’s question was placed on the paper I have referred 
the matter to the Statute Law Committee, who met on Wednesday last 
and passed the following resolution :—‘‘ The committee are of opinion that 
the chronological table is of great value, and for that reason had the table 
prepared for publication to the end of the session of 1892, but in the face 
of the adverse opinion expressed by the Council of Law Reporting, 
who had been previously the chief —- it was not thought right to 
incur the expense of printing and publishing.’’ Under these circum- 
oo I do not see my way to meet the wishes of my hon. and learned 

end. 


COURT PAPERS. 
SUPREME COURT OF JUDICATURE. 


Rota or Reaistrars 1x ATTENDANCE ON 


Date AppgaL Court Mr. Justice Mr. Justice 
4 No. 2. Cutty. Norra. 
Monday, Dec. ..........0+000++ 18 Mr. Ward Mr. Clowes Mr. Godfrey 
Tuesda Pemberton Jackson Leach 
Ward Clowes Godfrey 
Pemberton Jackson Leach 
Ward Clowes Godfrey 
Pemberten Jackson Leach 
Mr. Justice Mr. Justice Mr. Justice 
KEKEWICH. Romer. 
Mr. Lavie Mr. Pugh 
i n Beal 
Lavie Pugh 
Carrington Beal 
iday ... od Lavie Pugh 
Saturday 23 Farmer Carrington Beal 





The Christmas Vacation will commence on Monday, the 25th day of December, 1893, 
and terminate on Saturday, the 6th day of January, 1894, both days inclusive. 








BIRTHS, MARRIAGES, AND DEATHS. 


BIRTHS. 


CHannety.—Dec, 5, at 1, Bramham-gardens, South Kensington, the wife of A. M, 
Channell, Q.C., of a son. 


Macutre.—Deec. 6, at 12, Earl’s Court-square, the wife of T. Miller Maguire, of the Inner 
Temple, barristervat-law, of a daughter. 
DEATH. 
Littey.—Nov. 30, at 5, Portman-street, Portman-square, W., of pneumonia, following 
influenza, Arthur Palmer Lilley. M.A., barrister-at-law. 





STAMMERERS of all ages, and parents of stammering children should read a beok 
written by a gentleman who cured himself after ———- nearly forty years. Post-free for 
this stamps from Mr. B. Beastey, Brampton- » Huntingdon, or ‘‘ Sherwood,” 
Willesden-lane, Brondesbury, London. 

Wakyine To InTENDING House Purcnasers & Lessexs.—Before purchasing 
a house have the ee! arrangements thoroughly examined by an expert from The 
Sanitary & Ventilation Co., 65, next the Meteorological Office, Victoria-st., 
Westminster (Estab. 3875), who also the Ventilation of Offices, &c.--[Anvr.] 








WINDING UP NOTICES. 
London Gazette.—Frivay, Dec. 8. 
JOINT STOCK COMPANIES. 
Luarep 1x Cnancery. 

Broxwicu Iron ayp Sreet Co, Limrreo—Petn for winding up, presented Dec 7, directed 
to be heard on Tuesday, Dec 19. Jackson & Jackson, 61, Lincoln’s inn fields, solors for 
petner. Notice of appearing must reach the abovenamed not later than 6 o’clock in the 
afternoon of Dec 18 

Baitisn Munitions Co, Linrrep—Creditors are required, on or before Jan 15, to send in 
their names and addresses, and particulars of their debts and claims, to Frederick Ruhl, 
ame: maa Works, West Ferry rd, Milwall. Burnett, 18, Walbrook, solor for 

q' ‘ 

Frencu anp American Waite Leap Syxpicate, Liuirep—Petn for winding up, presented 
Dec 5, directed to be heard on Dec 19. Gresham & Co, 12, Old Jewry chbrs, solors for 
petner Notice of appearing must reach the abovenamed not later than 6 o’clock in the 
afternoon of Dec 18 

IrTHiioBorovuaes Propuctive Boor ayp Sxor Society, Luatrzep—Creditors are required, 
on or before Jan 17, to send their names and addresses, and particulars of their debts 
or claims, to A’ Cufaude Palmer, St Giles’ chbrs, Northampton. Becke & Green, 

orthampton, for liquidator 

Macyar Goiv Mimina Co, Limrrep—Petn for winding up, presented Dee 5, directed to be 
heard on Dec 19. Brook & Co, 89, lane, solors for petners. Notice of appear- 
ing must the abovenamed not later than 6 o’clock in the afternoon of Dec 18 

Morroace Insurance Corporation, Liurrep—Petn for winding up, presented Nov 30, 
directed to be heard on Tuesday, Dec 19 Swain, 38, Old Jewry, solor for petner. Notice 
FEMI HEE HES Te ovenenee Se ly Cys S Cae tb ie ener 


Tauxton Execrric Licurixe Co, Linirep—Crediters are required, on or before Jan 5, to 
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send their names and giteome, ont particulars of their debts or claims, to Albert 
ay wae ee es Villar, Taunton. Kite & Broomhead, Taunton, solors for 
iq 


FRIENDLY SOCIETIES DISSOLVED. 


Frrenpty Socrety, 8t. Nicholas Chapel, Ipswich. Dec 5 


LoyaL Vicronta Lover or Usrrep SisTers, Goat’s Head Inn, Market place, Abbott’s 
Bromley, Staffs. Dec 5 
Unitep Beeutvs Society, Red Lion Inn, Icklingham, Suffolk. Dec 5 


London Gazette.—Tuxspay, Dec. 12. 
JOINT STOCK COMPANIES. 
LuaTep In CHANCERY. 


Cuartzs Dickens Dramatic Syxpicats, Liwrrep—Creditors are required, on or before 
Feb 6, send their names and addresses, and particulars of their debts or claims, to Edwin 
Hayes, 107, Cannon st 

Crown Pusuisuine Synpicate, Lrarrsp—Creditors je 
send their names 


uired, on or before Jan 20, to 

debts or claims, to Willam 

ar Ogle, 90, Cannon st. mel & tb oy 36, Fincbury chro, eolors for 
quidator 


Issux Co, Liurrep—Petn for winding up, presented Dec 8, directed to be heard on Dec 20. 
Kirkley, 51, Moorgate st, solor for petner. Notice of appearing must reach the above- 
named not ater than 6 o’clock in the afternoon of Dec 19 

J. R. Powprrcn & Co, Liwrrep—Creditors are required, on or before Feb 6, to send their 
names and addresses, and particulars of their debts or claims, to Edwin Hayes, 107, 
Cannon st 


Joun Gut & Son, Linrrep—Creditors are required, on or before Jan 23, to send their 
names and addresses, and iculars of their debts or claims, to Perey Sewell, 
Queen Anne chbrs, Brad G. Curry and W. H. Clough, Cleckheaton, joint solors 
for liquidator 

Liverroo CuzrKs’ Crorainc Association, Limrrep—Creditors are on or before 
Jan 22, to send in their names and addresses, and of tha dite oo claimon to 

f Simon Jude, 14, North John st, Liverpool. Nield, Liverpool, solor for liquidator 

NeEwsBoTTLe anv District Co-oPpgRATIVE Soomrye gp Ye ne a are required, on or 
before Feb 10, to send their names and addresses, and particulars of their debts or 
claims, to Henry Robinson Bailey, 8, East i Newcastle on Tyne. Elsdon & Drans- 
firid Newcastle on Tyne, solors for liquidator 


Newnetoy, Prppie, & on) Liu1tep—Petn for es up, presented Dec Ny directed to 
be heard on Dec 


20. C. & H. B. Taylor, 31, Cru! solors 
ey at of appearing must ae the abovenamed not later than 6 o’clock in the a oon, 
Suunran Weacuvu Mrive Co, Lantren—Creditors are required, on or before Jan 23, to send 
their names and addresses, and particulars of their ts or claims, to Frank Tobin, 
Queen Insurance bidgs, Liverpool. Simpson & Co, Liverpool, solors for liquidator 
TAMBRACHERRY Estates Co, Limrrep—Petn for winding up, presented Dec oe directed to 
be hi on Dec 19. Summerhays, Eastcheap » Kastcheap, solars for petner. 
= of appearing must reach the abovenamed not than 6 o’ in the afternoon 
0 
FRIENDLY SOCIETY DISSOLVED. 


Friexpty Society, Coach aad Horses Inn, Compton, Sussex. Dec 9 








CREDITORS’ NOTICES. 
UNDER ESTATES IN CHANCERY. 
Last Day or Cram, 
London Gazette.—Turspay, Nov. 28. 
ine, Fesneen, Oyeetiesd, La mg ee ig Bel Salesman Dec30 Hackett v Devitt, Registrar, 
London Gazette.—Fripay, Dec. 1. 


Morcan, Atrrep, Fenchurch st, Gum Merchant Jan 1 Morgan v Morgan, Kekewich, J 
Leman, Lincoln’s inn fields 
Mucrorp, Wirtiam, Crayford, Kent, Licensed Victualler Dec12 Mugford v Mugford, 
WwW “yore i en soa eakin Lod So shaate, Photograph Jan4 Wilkes 
a ANCIS KOSS CALLAN ’ ui pher an 
ells, Chitty, J Bogue, Lincoln’s =44 fields 


London Gazette.—Turspvay, Dec. 5. 
Tirrermnctoy, THomas, Barton on Irwell, Lancs, out of business Jan6 Hall v Titter- 
ington, Registrar, Preston Maynard, Preston 
London Gacette-—Fripar, Dec. 8. 
Banper, Teesnnen Joux, Beckenham, Kent Jani Barber v Barber, North, J Carritt 
Mar e 
Dowprswet., Mary Ayn Rose, Gloucester Jan 1 Stephen v Dowd ll, North, J 
Taynton, Gloucester 
Esau, EvizaBeTa, Wary Notts Jan15 Matthews v Falkner, Kekewich,J Field & Co, 


Lincoln’s inn 


Rosson, Annz, Upper Phillimore pl, Kensington Jan12 Macfarlane v Robson, North, J 
Stevens & » Queen Victoria st 








UNDER 22 & 23 VICT. CAP: 35. 
Last Day or Cram. 
London Gazette.—Turspay, Dec. 5. 
Apamson, Txomas, Newcastle upon Tyne, Warehouseman Dee 30 Cooper & Goodger, 
Suevta enue on a York, Colliery Deputy Feb1 Leatham & Co, Wakefield 
Boyrp, Wiit1am, Arneliffe, York Feb1 Leadbitter & Harvey, Newcastle on Tyne 
Brown, Wiii14M, Scarborough. Tailor Jan10 Drawbridge, Scarborough 
Cup, Wo am Asn, Manchester, Oil Merchant Jan 12 Simpson & Simpson, Man- 
inicvius, Weniinth Cardigan, Surgeon Dec 21 Jenkins & Evans, Cardigan 
Dowxes, Naxoy, Eaton ter, Pimlico, Widow Jan 16 Hughes & Co, Budge row 
E..erron, Rev Jouy, Torquay Dec 81 Cope, Fenchurch st 
Fox, Jony Henny, Norton, Durham, Brewer Jan 11 Crosby & Co, Stockton on Tees 
Hanpixer, Henry, Birmingham, Gent Feb1 Coley & Coley, Birmingham 
Hicks, Marzven Porrer, Maldon, Grocer Jan $1 Beaumont & Bright, Maldon 





Hiasow, Joux, Oakmere hall, Chester Jan1 Eaton & Co, Liverpool 
Hitiyarp, Rev Tzurrz, Oakford, Devon Jan1 Clarke, Tiverton 
I.urmewortu, Bensamix, Bradford Dec 30 Stamford & Metealfe, Bradford a 
Mexiows, Cuanies, Nottingham Jan15 Marriott, Nottingham x 
Mruis, Axx, Lancaster, Widow Dec 23 Butcher & Barlow, Bury 4 
Muxwirt, Exiza Awy, Cardiff, Spinster Jan1 Shirley & Sons, Cardiff - 
Newirrt, Evizaners Soruta Price, Thenford, Northampton, Spinster Jan 31 Bennett 
RES... Prestwich, Lancaster, Gent Jan5 Hankinson & Son, Manchester 
Porren, Joszrn, Sidcup Jan14 Harrison & Davies, Bedford row 
Porrs, Joux, Sunderland, Tobacconist Jan6é Graham & Shepherd, Sunderland . 
Porrs, Louisa, Haverstock Hill Feb 1 J & E Whitworth, Manchester ;. 
Rosixsoy, Samven, Hyde, Chester, Builder Jan13 Bostock, Hyde 
Russe.., Henry Veryox, Chadwell Heath, Essex, Lieutenant Jani13 Kirk, Paternoste 
Sours, Witi1am Catvert, Chelsea, Surgeon Jan 10 Stones & Co, Finsbury circus 
Wisoy, Cuartes, Newcastle on Tyne, Gent Dec 30 Cooper & Goodger, Newcastle on 
Woopuams, Joun Amos, Rye, Sussex, Surgeon Dec 30 Dawes, Rye 

London Gazette.—Frivay, Dec 8, 
A.prneron, Joun Feiton, Edgbaston, Gent Dec 31 Aldington, Edgbaston 
Auvay, Resecca, Romsey, Widow Jan9 Tylee & Mortimer, Romsey 
Asutey, Hon Jans Frayces, Upper Grosvenor st Jan15 Hunters & Haynes, New s 
Aruzntow, Axwe, Everton, Liverpool Jan10 Marsland & Co, Leadenhall st ‘ 
Ba.umcatt, Marearerra, Ladbroke crant, Widow Jani Priestman, Hull 
Bares, Haynan, Manchester Jan 19 Chew & Co, Manchester 
Bepws 1, James, Leiston, Suffolk, Miller Jan13 Southwell & Fry, Saxmundham 
Berry, Evizaseru, Newtown, Exeter, Spinster Jan& Roberts, Exeter 
Burry, James, Keresley, Warwick, Gent Jan6 Woodcock & Co, Coventry 
Boones, Henny, Fulham rd, Gent Febi1 Hunter & Davies, King William st 
Catiapine, Exv1zasets, Carlton Hustwaite, Widow Jan4 Hirst & Capes, Harrogate 
Cawcurtt, Tuomas, Offord, Hunts, Farmer Jan6 Hunnybun & Sons, Huntingdon 
Cuarninetos, Wiii1am, Lichfield, Chemist Feb1 Russell, Lichfield 
Coxz, Rosert Samvzt, Bournemouth, Coal Dealer Jan 1 Preston & Francis, Bourne- 
Dvusvar, Epwrx, Cuckfield, Licensed Victualler Jan 7 Waugh, Haywutd’s Heath 
Dyer, Evizasetu Any, Plymouth, Devon, Spinster March 1 Brooker & Co, Plymouth 
Eyres, Ropert Eyres Arriecats, Wilton, Wilts Jan6 Wilson & Sons, Salisbury 
Fisner, Wii.1am, Cheltenham Jan15 Winterbothams & Gurney, Cheltenham 
Goopa.L, Jos1an Mowraavue, Camden Town, Stationer Jan 10 Morley & Co, Gresham Z 
RN Marruew, Yeading Hayes, Farmer Jan8 Thomsons & Co, Cornhill 
Hares, Any, Woodcote, Widow Jan 31 Frank Richardson & Sadler, Golden sq 
Hopson, Frepericx a Punen, Sees Park, Tithe Collector Jani2 Mann & Taylor, 
RI ag oy Leeds Jan3 John Bowling & Son, Leeds 
— — Newcastle upon Tyne, Widow Jan 20 Wilkinson & Marshall, New- 
JARROLD, Buna, Noewich Feb1 W H Tillett & Co, Norwich 
downs, Dov Bexsamin, Oxford, Master. of Balliol Jani7 Farrer & Co, Lincoln's inn 
Lous, Evizasetu, Bradford, Widow Jané Freeman, Bradford 
Luorp, Horace Cuanes, Exeter, Esq Immediately James, Exeter 
Manpocgss, Joux, Bangor, Yeoman Jan8 Hughes, Wrexham 
Mann, Cuanies, Chorley, Stafford, Farmer Feb1 Russell, Lichfield 
Mazrtix, ALexanpse, Gateacre, Liverpool, Licensed Victualler Jan 9 Bremner & Co, J 
May, Joux, Old Battersea Deo 31 Norton & Co, Victoria st “4 
nee St ee Jan 15 Metcalfe & Co, . 
Mo wie Cabinet Manufacturer Jan 9 Timbrell & Deighton, 


Muraie, Ayniz Feray, Palace grdns ter, Spinster Jan 25 Stephens, Orchard st 

Ostaypen, Frepenick, Blackheath, Professor Jan 15 Triemer, Pinner’s court 
Parrcuarp, Heyny, Sunderland ter, General Jan5 Neal, Lime st 

Putter, Many Axx, New Cross, Kent, Widow Jan9 Lockyer & Avery, New Cross rd 

Ricuny, Witi1am, Lee, Kent, Captain Jan 20 Marchant & Benwell, Deptford 

Rosinson, Ricnarpsoy, Stanhope, Durham, Builder Jan 15 Hodgson, Stamhope 
Ropernrs, Ross, Sheffield, Cutler Feb1 Branson & Son, Sheffield 

Sapien, Roszrt, Oving, Sussex, Yeoman Jan 10 Arnold &0(o, Chichester 

Ruren, Jour Beanansck, Muwstead, Gaiety Sumner Dee 30 Woolnough & Co, Bury 8t 3 
Srove, Wiit1am Houmes, Manchester, Gent Jan6 Rideal, Manchester 
Tuomas, Eowrx Vavenax, Holloway Jan10 Gover & Chiles, Queen st 
Watt, Marrna, Manchesier, Widow Jan8 E & B Haworth, Gt Harwood 
Wuez en, Tuomas, Bexley, Surgeon Jan 20 Munns & Longden, Old Jewry 


Wee, Wee ee Regent’s pk rd, Pianoforte Manufacturer Jan 31 Thairiwall, New 


Weeds Stas mani: Brighton, Widow Jan13 Griffith & Co, Brighton 
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London Gazette —Torspay, Dee. 12. [ 
AxGeto, Gzonciana Mantua, Roehampton, Spinster Jan 31 Sir George Sherston 
eweastle on Tyne Jan 9 Mather & Co, Newcastle on Tyne 
Boxwez, Groner, Pall Mall, Esq Jan 15 M & H Turner, Sackville st 
Borer, Gzorce Purwrs, Harrow rd, Esq Feb1 Crowdy, Arundel st 
Brunprert, Many, Manchester March 3 Dixon & Linnell, Manchester 
Arnott & Co, Newcastle on 


Briaxey, Warter Wiit1A™, 


Burxvr, Dorotny, Newcastle on Tyne, Spinster Jan 31 


Buarox, Witi1am, Nottingham, Signalman Jan14 Heath & Sons, Nottingham 
Crayx, Tuomas, Westleigh, Lancaster, Beerseller Jan& Hope, Wigan 
Cowzrxo, Oxtver, Bradford, Publican Feb15 Wilson & Stanfield, Bradford 
Datum, Tuomas, Dfracombe, Gent Jan8 Veale Bros, Ilfracombe 

Dauirx, Cuartorre Cooke, Ilfracombe, Spinster Jan 8 Veale Bros, Ilfracombe 


Exurs, Extzasetn, Brighton Dec 30 Topham, Brighton 


Favixyzr, Axx, Blackwater, Widow Dec 30 Joyce, Newport, I W 


Fextox, James, Putney, Gent Jan27 Titley, South sq 


BANKRUPTCY NOTICES. 
London Gazetie.—Frivar, Dec. 8. 
RECEIVING ORDERS. 


Ord Dee 1 
Bates, Harrzy Epwarp West Hartlepool, Labourer | 
Pet Dec5 Ord Dec 5 
Bazser, Saxvet. Georce, Ilfracombe, Boarding house 


Barnstaple Pet Nov 24 Ord Dec 2 
Barcock, Grorcz Watter, Newport Pagnell, Market 
Gardener Northampton Pet Dec 2 Dec 2 
Cuan.es Lortvs, Hitchin, Herts, Engineer Luton 
5 Ord Dec 5 
Bear, = dm, Be Burnley, Yarn Salesman Burnley Pet Dec 


SS ay , tl Grex, Chippenham, Wilts, Jeweller 
Bath Pet Dec 4 Ord Dee 4 


Buarows, Grorcz Verwox, Hotel Victoria, Captain in 
a. Staff Corps High Court Pet Nov 10 Ord 
ov 


eer, 7 ee Bristol, Baker Bristol Pet Dec 5 
Cavirre_p, WiLrrep M, pane, Builder High Court 
Pet Oct 31 Ord Dec 


CurLpernovse, Roperr esens: Saran, Sas, Butcher 
Norwich Pet Dec5 Ord Dec 
Comiey, Witiiam Caantzs 5 Conrirr, Atherstone, Warwick, 
et Dec 4 Ord Dec 4 


ing! 
Corram, Witwiam, Bkerton, ca Farmer Preston Pet 
Dec 5 Dec 5 | 
Cotram, James Mitrorp, ry Herts, Insurance Agent | 
Luton Pet Dec | 
Cease, Witt1am Tuomas, Bishopagate st, Decorator High 
Court Pet Dee5 Ord Dec 5 | 


Crozer, Joux Ex.iorr, Overton, Innkeeper Preston 
Pet Dec6 Ord Dec 6 


Dittos, Tuomas Wetiesier, Cardiff, Engineer Cardiff 
Pet Dec 5 Ord Dec 5 


Exr, Jonx James, Budleigh Salterton Exeter Pet Oct 9 
Ord Nov 10 

Faruee, Harney Ancaisatp, Hamworth. Builder 
ton Pet Dec4 Ord Dec4 


Kings- 


Gairritus, Rosert Davies, Lianrwst, Denbigh, Corn 
Portmadoc 


Pet Dec 4 Ord Dec 4 


Hay, ee Farmer Gt Grimsby Pet Nov | 
| CowoLiy J, Crouch d, Giocer Dec18 


Sunn % willl Feepexicx, Birmingham, 
Pet Dec5 Ord Dec5 
Horcuixsos, Roszet, Brompton, =z; Fruit Merchant 
Northallerton Pet Dec2 Ord Dec 
Jazeatr, Wit114m, Shipley, Yorks, tan Goods Clerk 


Bradford Pet Dec 6 Ord Dec 6 


Joxrs, Jauzs Evwanpv, Bangor, Music Dealer Bangor | 


Pet Dec5 Ord Dec 5 
Lazoz, Gronsz, Hanley, Staffs, Auctioneer Hanley Pet 
Dec6 Ord Decé 
Lz Boxe, Wii11am, Atherton, Lancs, Watchmaker Bolton 
rts 4 Gol Des 4 “ 
vy, Atrzev, Regent’s p t High Court et Nov 
10 Ord Dec 6 
Loxsp. Jauzs, Leeds, Schoolmaster Leeds Pet Dec 


4 Dee 4 

Nixos, Tuouas, Blackhill, Durham, Joiner Newcastle on 
Tyne Pet Nov 24 Ord Dee 5 

Oxrorn, 


Wiussas Here, bourbridge, Plumber Stour- 

bridge Pet Nov24 Ord N 

Pazzy, Wuitsm Gairrita, ll Carnarvon, Shoe- 
Dee 5 


Newcastle on 
cntvne Pet Dee 5 


Dee 5 
, Fearenic com Herne Bay, Builder Canterbury | 


Pet Dee 4 Ord Dee 


, Jous, Seeman Detiiten, Grocer Portmadoc | 


Rascury, Te Ord Dee 4 - 
zctirr, Tuouas Tit1stoxe, Hemel Hempstead, Badd) 
Bt Albans Pet Dee 4 Ord Dee 4 o 
‘ALTER, Belgrave, Leicester, Carpenter | 
Lescoster Pet Dec z Ord Dec 4 

















| Riesy, Wiiu1am, St James’s End 


facturer Northampton Pet Nov 30 Ord Nov 30 


| SHeruerp, Jonn Witiram, Morecambe, Joiner Preston 


Pet Nov 21 Ord Dec 4 


Surrn, Ricuarp, —, Norfolk, Horse Dealer Norwich 
AzrowemiTH, James Forrest, Stafford, Clerk Stafford | Dee5 Ord Dec 
Pet Dec 5 Ord Dec 5 | 


Avstrx, Gzorocr, Oldham, Salesman Oldham Pet Dec1 
Stevenson, B Hee ey a Dramatic Author 


et 
Suyrn, Harry teal Bournemouth, Coal Merchant 
Poole Pet Dec 2 
Windsor 


Pet Nov i 
Tacc, James aan Torrington St. Clement, Norfolk, 
Farmer King’s L; Pet Dec 4 Ord Dec 4 
Taytor, Ric | tore rd, Kensington High Court Pet 
t 24 
saa We ~~ Leeds, Provision Dealer Leeds Pet Dec 
Ord Dec 4 


— Joszern Frepenick, Newcastle on Tyne, Tele- 
graphist Ne leon Tyne Pet Dec5 Ord Decd 
a oo Oxford, Builder Oxford Pet Dec 6 Ord 


6 

Wuattey, Henry, Gore rd, Victoria m2 Trimming Manu- 
facturer High Court Pet Dec 4 Ord Dec 4 

Waneeeme, tome, Canim, Butcher Carmarthen Pet Dec 
2 Dec 2 


Wits, Jous, Downgate, Licensed Victualler Plymouth 
Pet Dec 5 Ord Dec 5 


FIRST MEETINGS. 

Arcuer, Isaac, ny omy Fruiterer Dec 15 at 2.30 
Bankruptcy bl st 

AsHFoRTH, Gronce t fexRy, Sheffield, Y aaa Dec 18 at 
2.30 Off ee lane, 

Atrertox, Waurer, South st, Art Publisher Dec 15 at 11 
Bankruptcy bldgs, Carey st 

Buewp, D, Pilgrim st, Tobacconist Dec 18 at 2.30 Bank- 
ruptey bldgs, Carey st 

Bioxam, ae a er te ad areas Dec 15 at 3 
Off Rec, 1, Berridge st, 


Borp, He SRY Gerorce, St oy mae Ship Broker Dec 18 


atil Bankruptcy blidgs, a st 

Burpes, Atrrep, Messing, » Dealer Dec 16 at 3 
Townhall, Colchester 

Brown, Jous, Widnes, Grocer 
Victoria st, Liverpool 

Brows, JONATHAN, yo a Builder Dec 18at11.30 2, 
Railway approach, Bri 


| London Bridge 
Suneseme, Wuasan. P G tii 1 Pet Dec | Bryas, Samvet Leou, Derby, Perambulator Dealer 
6 Ord Dec 6 | 


Faaxcis, Josern, Reading, Grocer Reading Pet Nov 11 
Ord Dec 2 


15 at2.30 Off Rec, St James’s chmbrs, Derby 
Caypier, Frepericx Tomas, Melford, Suffolk, 
Builder Dec 16 at 2.30 Townhall, Colchester 
CarpyaLy, Witiiam, Bedf Plasterer Deci9ati11 Off | 
Ree, 1a, 8t Paul’s ord 
Cuat_pernouse, Ropert THOMAS, Banham. Norfolk, Butcher 
Dee 16 at 11.30 Off Rec, 8, King st, Norwic orwich 


rey st 
Coverxs, Perer, Ynysybwl, Glam, Grocer Decl5at3 Off 
c, 65, High st, yr Tydfil 

Cow .txa, Jou, Wellingborough, ae Dee 16 at 12.30 
County Court bldgs, Northam: 

Crosse, Henry, eeenes i Batce mounan Dec 
15 at 12 Bankruptcy bldgs, Care 

Detrox, F Warxser, Union court, enue Dec 15 at 12 
Bankruptcy bldgs, Carey st 

Evays, Taomas Rosert, Ellesmere Port, Cheshire, Iron- 
a ad Dec 19 at3 Off Rec, 35, Victoria st, Liver- 
pool 

Freaks, Witi1aM Revenr, Landport, Clothier Dec 156 at3 
Off Rec, bridge Junction, High st, Portsmouth 

Gasket, Normax, Oxton, Cheshire, Builder Dec 19 at 2.30 
Off ec, 35 , Victoria st, Liv 

Gorpox, aed Dixox, Penge, avy Lieutenant Dec 15 
at 2.30 Bankruptcy bldgs, y wt 

Hirsuuax, Joszrn, New Kent rd, Baker Dec 15 at 11 
Bankru bidgs, Carey st 

Ho.itxes, Hexever Bomuxps, Leeds, Chemist Dee 15 at 
12 Off Rec, 22, Park row, 

Hvoues, Sauver, Pelsall, Staffs,Gent Dec 19 at1l Off 

Walsall 


Ree, 
Hvsue., Biomuxp, Sheffield, Jeweller Dec 18 at 3 Off Rec, 
Figtree lane, Sheffield 
mig pie Yarn fons Dec 15 at 3.20 


Janus, Davin, Grocer “9 15 F dg 11 Off Rec, 
wy Davin, Bop Os Newport, Mon 


IeeLaxp, ape a 
Ogden’s 


Northants, Blind Manu- 





Dec 18at3 Off Rec, 35, 
Saurru, 
| Man 








Hart, Bensamix Wooutey, Kildareter Nov 28 Lindo & Co, Coleman st 
Heneiqves, Moses Josgrn, Oxfordsq Feb9 Tamplin & Co, Fenchurch st 
Hour, Joux, Newton Heath, Warehouseman Dec 22 Milne, Manchester 
Ho.t, E.tex, Newton Heath, Widow 
Hosxry, Fanyy, Exizasetu, Tunbridge Wells Jan 20 Powell, Old Burlington st 
Houmperstoye, Jouy, Croydon Jani2 Harwood & Stephenson, Lombard st 

Macvay, Jony Epwarp, Newcastle upon Tyne, Esq Jan10 Chandler, Bishopsgate st 
Manrnow, Arruve Guy Ciarxe, Bournemouth, Gent Jani2 Gibbons & Arkle, Liver- 
ee Ce Thurlstone, Farmer Jan13 Smith & Co, Sheffield 

Nosiz, James, Middlesborough Jani Meek, Middlesborough 

Oxme, Pua, Chester, Spinster Jani2 Mair & Blunt, Macclesfield 

Siarcuer, Epwarp, Wandsworth rd, Tobacconist Jan 7 Cronin & Co, Southampton st 
Trix, Jos1an, Nottingham, Electrician Jan 14 Heath & Sons, Nottingham 

Urrixe, Witt1am, Ardwick, Lancaster Dec 20 Lea, Manchester 

West, Rev Hexny, Wraysbury, Bucks Jané Dumbleton, Chancery lane 


Dec 22 Milne, Manchester 


Jexxixs, Matuias, Swansea, Woollen Merchant Dec 15 
at 3 Off Rec, 31, Alexandra rd, Swansea 

JonzEs, sca Conway, Grocer Dec 18 at 12 Crypt 
chmbrs, Cheste: 

Jones, a Nantyglo sem, Woollen ail Dec 
15 at 1 h st, Merthyr T: 

Jones, Tuomas Isaac, ar wick, Sonar See 18 at 
10.50 County Court, W ‘West Bromwich 


Lz Bove, Witi1am ree Lancs,Watchmaker Dec 15 
at 11’ 16, Wood st, Bol 

Lewis, Apram, Leeds, Boot _ ao Dec 18 at il 
Off Rec, 22, Park row, 

Lewis, Joseru, Swansea, a cpr ag heating Traveller Dec 16 at 
12 Ree, — Alexandra rd. 

Loaper, CAaLes, a Daas “Invalid Chair Maker 
Dec 18 at 12.30 won| Ree, Salis 

McLanren, Caan.es, W, St rca fl Sea, Greengrocer 
Dec 18 at 12 Young & Son, Bank bldgs, "Hastings 


Parrisox, Joun Tuomas Hoemente, Farmer Dec 18 at 
11.30’ Court house, Northa!l 

sie a Freperic Joun, as Bay, B Builder Dec 22 at 
10 Off Rec, 73, Castle st, Canter 

eee + J, West ae Chea Builder Dec 20 at 3 
Off , Victoria st, Liverpool 


| PRITCHARD. atoms Walsall, Cuagenter Dec 20at11 Off 
Walsall * 


Pyustz, Tuomas Pair, Hentland, Hereford, Farmer 
Dec 15 at 10 2, Offa street, Hereford 


Raseee, Nyse. Swansea, Butcher 5 Decl5at 12 Off 
Alexandra rd, Swansea 
See a ae near Dec 15 at 
R nee ee _ ee $1 Court 
Ivers, WILLIAM, Ripon, 18 2 1.30 Co 
House, Northallerton 


| nee erg Llanberis, en, Baa Proprietor 


2.30 Royal Hotel, Carnarv 
Roserts, Pap Gairritu, Lianberis. + Hotel 
Proprietor Dec 15 at 1.45 Roval Hotel, Carnarvon 


ee: Purir Henry eet — = Gent 


15 at 2.30 Bankruptcy bldgs, Care 
Sueaspy, Apert Victor, Baleull Heath, Tailor Dec 20 at 
1 ham 


23, Col row, Birmin; 

Hesry Hucues, hm romwich, Mineral Water 

ufacturer Dec 18 at 10.30 County Court, West 
Bromwich 

| Sura, a a Norfolk, Horse Dealer Dec 16 
at11 Off Rec, 8, King st, Norwich 

| Suyrn, eas Mursuu.t, Bournemouth, Coal Merchant 
Dec 18 at1 Off Rec, apa 

| Speyer, ate 10, Merchant Dec 18 at 3 


Bankruptcy b , Carey Ae 

| SpitrLe, CHARLES ENJAMIN, Southsea, Post Master Dec 
19 at ‘4 Off Rec, Cambridge Junction, High st, Ports- 
mow 

Strong, Joun ALexanpenr, Fore st, Bookbinder Dec 18 at 
12 Ba bldgs, st 


Sr. Joun Maniayne, Worcester,Widow Jani! at1l1 County 
Court bldgs, Cheltenham 


Tarte, Jonn Eowarp, Huddersfield, Architect Dec 16 at 
11 Off Rec, 6, Queen st, Huddersfield 

Taman oe Jouy, Newcastle Emlyn, Weaver Dec 16 at 2.30 

Rec, 11, Quay st, Carmarthen 
Susana) Fignsyce meg Mary, Camborne, Cornwall, 
Dec 15 at 12.30 Off Rec, Bos- 

cawen st, 

——— ‘Agtuur Wiiu1an, Birmingham, Clothier Dec 
21 at1l 23, Colmore row, Birmingham 

Upatt, Bal West Bromwich, Furniture Remover 
Dec 18 at 10.45 County Court, West Bromwich 

Wixeirson, Ricuarpv, Hindley, Lancs, Mineral Water 
Manufacturer Dec 15at 10.30 16, Wood st, Bolton 

Waiourt, br Wi11am Banton, Millwall, Smelter 
Dec 15 at 12 Bankruptcy 3, Carey st 


ADJU DICATIONS. 
Avams, Ayrnoxy Guonocs Firzntrsenr High Court Pet 
1 Ord Dec 6 
Azrnowsmirn, James Fornusten, Stafford, Clerk Stafford 
Pet Dec5 Ord Dec5 


Arrenxtox, Wavres, South st, Art Publisher High Court 
Pet Nov8 Ord Dech 


Bancock, Gronce Water, Newport ell, Market 
Gardener Northampton Pet Dec 2 Oe Dees 
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Ded. 16, 1893. 
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Buse, Fase, PED, Yarn Salesman Burnley Pet Dec 


Berreriver, Ratra Ecerron, Birmingham, Greengrocer 
Pet Nov 27 ‘Ord Deo 5 
egg See Oa Maree on Tyne Newcastleon Tyne Pet 
Sesame Joux, 8t Helens, Labourer Liverpool Pet 
B ag BL G Liverpool Pet Nov 24 
ROWN, JOHN Tocer ‘ver ‘ov 
Ord Dec 6 


Bocxwe.t, Harry Geex, Chippenham, Jeweller Bath 
Pet Dec4 Ord Dee 4 

Busy, Marruew James, Gateshead, Agent Newcastle on 
Tyne PetDec2 Ord Decé 

Caupsrnouss,. Ropert Tromuas,, Banham, Norfolk, 
Butcher Norwich Pet Dec5 Ord Dec 5 

Coompes, Gzoncz West, Moseley, Plumber “Wsistaapents 
Pet Nov 24 Ord Nov 30 

Coucey, Wittram Cuartes Costirr, Atherstone, Baker 

ham PetDee4 Ord D.o4 

Corrau, Witiiam, okerton, Lancs, Farmer Preston Pet 

Dee 4 Ord 5 


Dec 
Cartam, James Mityorp, Hitchin, Insurance Agent Luton 
Pet Dec 5 Ord Dec 6 


Crossz, Heyry, Mile End, Sauce Manufac‘trer High 
Court Pet Nov8 Ord Dec 5 

Crnozizr, Joun Extiorr, Overton, Innkeeper Preston Pet 
Dee 5 Ord Decé 

Dawson, C Rorat, New Broad st, Merchant High Ccurt 
Pet Oct 24 Ord Dec 5 


na Witiian, Preston, Grocer Liverp20l Pet Dec 

6 Dec 6 

Paasssaum, Joux, Nelson, Commercial Thaveller Burn'ey 
t 


et Dec2 Ord Dec4 

GaskeLt, Norman, Oxton, Cheshire, Builder Birkenhead 
Pet Nov 23 Ord Dec 5 

Gorvox, Stuart Drixox, Penge, Lieutenant High Court 
Pet Uct 26 Ord Dec 5 

Hooper, Wit11aAM Frepenrick, Birmingham, Solicitor Bir- 
mingham Pet 5 Ord Dec 5 

Hurcuinsox, Rosert, Brompton, Yorks, Fruit Merchant 
Northallerton Pet Dec1 Ord Dec 2 

Janaatr, Wittram, Shipley, Yorks, Railway Goods Clerk 

J 2 J saiethenan tenoan fis forte Taner Ba 

oxEs, James Epwarp, , Pianofo er agor 

Pet Dec5 Ord Dee 5 

Lanes, | Th Hanley, Auctioneer Hanley Pet Dec 6 

Le —_ Witram, Atherton, Watchmaker Bolton Pet 
Dec 4 Ord Dec 4 


‘ioumnete Joszrpn Wi.uam, Hatfield Broad Oak, Farmer 
Ch Imsford Pet Oct 21 Ord Nov 28 

Marrcayp, Wrii1am, Cannon st, Merchant High Court 
Pet Oct 28 Ord Dec 5 

McLarenx, Cuartes W, ” Leonards on Sea, Greengrocer 
H Pet Sept 19 Ord Dec 6 

Orrorp aes Henny, Stourbridge, Plumber Stour- 

bridge P Nov24 Ord Nov 29 

Pace, , Ra. roo Clacton on Sea, Farmer Colchester 
Pet Nov8 Ord Dec 4 

Pasry, WILLIAM aw gg 8 ye Spamapveey Shoe- 
maker Po Ord Dec 

ag oo Tuomas Neweastlo or =  ryne, Market Gardener 
Newcastle on Ord Dee 5 

Puitrott, Freperio Re, add Bay, Builder Canter- 
bary Pet Dee4 Ord Dec 4 

Ricuagpson, Water, Leicester, Carpenter Leicester 
Pet Dec 2 Ord Dec 4 

Roserts, Bertiz W, Albany st High Court Pet Oct 5 
Ord Nov 

Seymour, Waiter, Brompton High Court Pet June 6 
Ord Nov 30 

SINCLAIR, pal JAMES, aginst rd, Undertaker High 
Court Pet Oct6 Ord Ni 

a. Bensamin NicHOLis "ghepherd’s Bush, Licensed 

Victualler Edmonton Pet Nov 23 Ord Dec 5 

Sara, Curistornes, Blackfriars rd, Cab Proprietor High 
Court Pet Nov 28 Ord Dec 4 

—* Ricwarp, Sapam, Norfolk, Horse Dealer Norwich 

et Dec5 Oné Dec 

Brin a RY, CHARLES a Walbrook High Court Pet 
Oct 26 Ord Dec 6 

Taco, James Wittian, oineten St Clement, Farmer 
King’s Lynn Pet Dee 4 

Tay.or, Asan, Nottingham, Painter Nottingham Pet 
Oct Ord Dec 4 


Tucker, r D M, Dulwich, Commission Agent High Court 
Pet Oct 20 Ord Dec 6 

Tu.ty, Arruur, Leeds, Provision Dealer Leeds Pet Dec 
4 ‘Ord Dec 4 

Upatt, Cuartes, West Bromwich, Furniture Remover 
West Bromwich Pet Nov 16 Ord Dec? 

Uxert, Josern Fraepericx, Newcastle on Tyne, Telegraph- 
ist Newcastleon Tyne Pet DecS Ord Decd 

Wua.tey, Henry, Victoria pk, Trimming Manufacturer 
High Court Pet Dec 4 Ord Dec4 

Wis, Jonx Livkinhorne, Cornwall, Licensed Victualler 
Plymouth Pet Dec5 Ord Dec5 

Witt asame, gor. & Cardigan, Butcher Carmarthen Pet 

ec 2 


Wess Epwarp Winusas Barrox, Millwall, Smeiter 
High Court Pet Oct 26 Ord Dee 6 

The itltewing amended notice is substituted for that pub- 

lished in the London Gazette of Nov 24 :— 

Wray, Geoncs Covrryry, Throgmorton st, Stockbroker 
High Court Pet Uct 18 Ord Nov 20 

London Gasette—Turspar, Deo. 12. 
RECEIVING ORDERS. 


Atvex, Hasry, Harrow, Dealer in Horses St Albans Pet 
Nov 17_ Ord Dec 8 

Besnetr, WILLIAM, ns, Ironmonger Truro Pet Dec7 
Ord Dec 7 

Bickers & Co, Dewsbury, House Furnishor Dewsbury 
Pet Dee? Ord Dee 7 


Bacrruwaren, Besams, Middlesborough, Builder eae , 


on Tees Dec 8 Ord Dec 8 


wate Dee? Ord Dec7 
Bur. Gt Grimsby, Auctioneer Gt 
Grimsby Pet Nov 13 Ord Dec 


, Baker Coventry Pet Nov 22 

Crarke, Grorce, Birmingham, Baker Birmingham Pet 
Dec? Ord Dec7 

Coox, Hewry, Leeda, Tailor Leeds Pet Dec6 Ord Dec 6 

Onnqan, foun, Tense, Grocer Hanley Pet Nuv 29 Ord 


Oust tan fet Dd On Des 

Cus.sy, Hexry Hanoup, Newark, Commercial Traveller 
Ni Pet Dec 9 Ord Dec 9 

Davis, Witttam Warraore, Worcester, Dyer Worcester 
Pet Dee S Ord Dec 


s 

Dossoy, Grore Chemical Works Manager Car- 
aiff’ Pet Deo 4 Ord Dec 4 

mi. + een High Court Pet Nov 15 


Fo mew, Stockton on Tees, Engineer Stockton on 
"Teas Pet 1 Nov 16 Ng tod 


Gu, F, rd, Pal High Court Pet Oct 
1i Ord Dee 
Henpry, Ricuarp, Sdutanh, Shoemaker Sunderland 
D.cl Ord Dee 9 


Homes, Cuances, Stanley, Yorks, Joiner Wakefield Pet 
Dec 6 Ord Dec 6 
Houmperstoxs, Marrnew Epwarp, Gt Grimsby, 
Pet Dec 7 Ord Dec? 
Hustiey, & Co, Stratford, Salesm High Court 
Aug 29 Ord Dee 8 


J =. | yg Witt, bay mr Mon, Grocer New- 
Mon Pet Des8 


Latuam, Henry Epwanp, n, Werkon, Seed Merchant 
Sheffield Pet Dec7 Ord Dec 

Leicatox, Davip ALEXANDER, = town Wandsworth 
Pet Oct 25 Ord Nov 30 

Longs Sven, Sean Bradford Pet Dec8 

Manrorresox, Tuomas, Brampton, Derby, Quarry Owner 
Chesterfield Pet Nov 22 


Ord Dec 8 
Marti, Axx hoe ort 3 Printer Leeds Pet Deed 
Ord Dec 9 


Pet Nov 28 Ord Dec 8 
May, Waussax Downey, Soot Gardener Scar- 
borough Pet Dec9 Ord Dec 9 
Mvureay a Birkenhead, Coachbuilder Birkenhead 
Pet Dec7 Ord Dec 7 
Perry, Epwix, Newcastle on Tyne, Commission Agent 
Sewcastleon Tyne Pet Dec? Ord Deo7 
Po, ee, 2 Manchester, Grocer Macclesfield 
Poyp, & Asean, Mig On an, Essex, Grocer Chelmsford. 
Pore, Rignano, Bristol, Cigar Dealer Bristol Pet Decs 
Ro D . Huddersfield, H 
“Proptiter Hotton Pet Dest. Ord Deo 7 
Suackveros, Josern, Bradford, Auctioneer B 
Nov 24 Ord Dec 8 
Sueansuiru, Eowix, Wistow, Yorks, Farmer York Pet 
ne Dec6é Ord Dec 6 ai 
opin, Georas, Stamford, Engineer Peterborough 
Dec8 Ord Dee 8 
Srosss, F, Gracechureh 
Pet Oct 20 Ord Dec 7 
Sweertixe, Georas, Bradford, Builder Bradford Pet 
Dec8 Ord Dec 8 
Tunges, Pam Swansea, Butcher Swansea Pet Dec 7 
Tones, Sons, Gon, Cumbrid, Blacksmith Carlisle 
Tunes, Henny, Killamarsh, Derby, Builder Chesterfield 
Pet Novs Ord Dec 8 
Turwxe, ere pe regne ot, Ironmonger High 
Wurroomer, Frepsrick * oA Birmjaghom, Land 
Birmingham PetDec8 Ord 8 
Witicox, Epmuxp, . Licensed Victualler 
Woor, James, Liverpool, Baker Liverpool Pet Deo 8 
Ord Dec 8 : 
FIRST MEETINGS. 


ArgowsaTH, James Forrest Stafford, Clerk Jan 11 at 
Bae oH t, St "s Ph sia 
MUBL aenee, Tifracom house 
“™Proptietor ‘Dec 19 at 2 Sanders eon. thigh st, 
Dinguures, wn Eernrox, a, —~ & Greengrocer 
Dec 28 at 50, Cokpans 3g 
—_— ~~} Wuntsiay W v eeper Dee Dee 19 at 12.30 


Wi 
Booxrniy, Hane Gx wah Chippenham, Jeweller Deo 20 at 


Bunogss, Faspsnicx Writ Ironmonger 
at ‘Reo, Bank chmbre, Corn st, Bristol 
Bury, Marraew anne, Sobacbaed Deo 20 at 12 
‘eweastle on 
PB Ly OL Baker Dec 20 at11.80 Of 
chmbrs, Corn st, Bristol 
Camppaut, Joux Mey igh ot erie yall Dec 19 
Cuampes.ainx, Cuances, ‘Atoane Dec 20 at 3 
Sean Te ae 





‘Dawsox, Witt1am, Yorks, 

Dewees, Weassees BES kee a eee 

Exsom, ALraep Rowan, Se Dee 20 
ste Seanad Dee 19 at 8 

Fawcett, J. Heek: 

re ATS bats Ue 

Sean denen, Seopa Dec 19 ut 11 Bankruptey- 


st 
Batley, Y¥ Beerhouse Keeper Deo 
Peaks OF Reo, Bro Sates Batley 


Conga, BE bigs tare Lieutenant Dec 19 at 12 

S , Carrier Dec 22 abi? 
a 5 hate i 
Havupay, Bon car ieee, ys Sao james’s, Spinster Deo 22 at 
avon, Ja Deo 20 at 2 Of Reo, 3%, 


Hone 1) at 11.30 Of = 74, Nettacedh street, 


Hor Oa hee, Bond ter, Waka Dec 19 at 11 





noe Brentwood, Oilman Dec 2tat3 Of 
avenue 
" Yorks, Railway Goods Clerk 
sant “Sq hee, Mi, Manor row, Bradford 
Rail Bridge er 
i909] gente tark, Gent Dec 20at12 Bank- 
ae. * Journeyman 
“Dec 80 at12 Off Ree, 35, ictoria et, Liverpool 
Nicroisox, Fraxcrs, Dec 2 at 11.30 
mesams, Beene, Tetcenls on ty 
OY Talbot Hotel, prrrec elia 
210 Talbot 
Parey, Wm.u14M Carnarvon, Shoe- 
Dec 20 at 11.30 Police Portmadoe 
—— - , Grocer Deo 19 atil Of 
Ree, 
ty ea 
Renee wa Fok 





1 Off 2, 
imohester, F. Bailiff? Dee 

Tange, Jone, © be arm 
Toprick, h, India Merchant 

Dee 20 at 12 bidgs, Carey st 
Tvtty, Dealer Dec 2) at 11 
“ of row, Leeds 

ALLS, , Leeds, Agent 
T Leeds 
wens On Reo, 22, Park row, ous 
Ww eb. io Dee 20 

ILLIAMS, 

atiz Off = Tydfil 
Wags, dose, be Commas Licensed Victualler 
Wages eat eta Dee 20 
Winsor, J Fan aa eh atm MP Dec 22 at 

ADJUDICATIONS. . 

Avsatix. Gsorex, Oldham, Lancs, Furniture Salesman 


Dect Ord 7 
R Ra ‘West. Hartlepool, Labourer 
Dae Sees ones Sita 
Bexyerr, Wri11am, Truro, Ironmonger Truro 


Barxgs, 


grdns, Butcher's Manager 
Baeieh Gourt Pet 30 Ord Dee 8 
Burysineuax, Radnor, Grocer Leo- 
minster Pet Dec 7 Deo? 
Catiow, Merroap, Baker Bristol Pet DecS Ord 
7 


un wa Birmingham Pet 
Coon Rexaet Leste Tailor Leeds Pet Decé Ord Deoé 
Timber 

on Neregot a leven, 3 re. 3 Merchant 

Serene > st, Decorator High 

Hesry jcoen Diet, Comme 

Wells, Cook Can- 

oa Y , Dyer Worcester 

Sesar Stt, ind Mantactar Bristol 

‘atuny, Union ct, Auctioneer High 

Seer Pet Nov 18 

‘Eattet Ai Port, Ineamenger 
Ma 


v, Park pl High Court Pet Oct 9 


ee 


Howsn, me 8 
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Juxxixs, Gzorncx Witwiam, Sebastopol, Mon, Grocer 
Newport, Mon Pet Dec8 Ord Dec8 
i a= ALEXANDER, Streatham Wandsworth 


Ord Dec 6 
Lowe & Owes, Bradford, Builders Bradforl Pet Dec 7 
Ord Dec 8 


Liv mane, Be ourneyman Painter 


Ord Dec 

Marrix, Axx Entry, Leeds, Printer Leeds Pet Dec 9 
Ord Dee 9 

Macclesfield 


Scar- 


Tower, Joszera Carus, 
Liv Pet Dec 1 


Masox, Mary. Macclesfield, Cheesefactor 
Pet Nov 28 Ord Dec 8 
May, Witt Dowxeyr, Resbevough, Gardener 
borough Pet Dec9 Ord Dec 9 
Murray, Jouy, Birkenhead, Coach Builder Birkenhead 
Pet 7 Ord Dec7 
Peery, es Forest Hall, Northumbrid, Commission 
ent Newcastle on Tyne Pet Dec7 Ord Dec 
Picxarp, Frepericx, Macclesfield, Grocer Macclesfield 
Dec 5 Ord Dec 6 
Poxp, Atnert, High Ongar, Essex, Grocer Chelmsford 
Pet Dec Ord Dec 8 
Huddersfield, Pro we ny td of ep ome 
tt Huddersfield Pet Dec7 Ord Dec7 
Sueansuitu, Eowix, Wistow, Yorks, Farmer York 
Dec6 Ord 


6 
Surrn, Axxe Repecca, Bristol, Licensed Victualler Bristol 
Pet Ni Ord Dec 9 


5 
Roserts, Davin, 
Establishmen 


Pet 


‘ov 29 

Suytn, Harry Mursuvtyt, Bournemouth, Coal Merchant 
Poole Pet Dec2 Ord Dec8 

Sxop1x, Grorot, Stamford, Engineer Peterborough Pet 
Dec8 Ord Dec8 

Sr ey Manrraysz, Worcester, Widow Cheltenham Pet 

8 

Sweertixc, Georce, Bradford, Builder Bradford Pet Dec 
8 Ord Dec8 

Tuomas, Daviv, Swansea, Butcher Swansea Tet Dec7 
Ord Dec 7 

Carlisle 


High 


Tamsez, Joux, Greystoke, Cumbrid, Blacksmith 
Pet Dec8 Ord Dec 8 

Tvuryer, Harry Suapwe tt, Villiers st, Ironmonger 
Court Pet Dec7 ‘Dee 8 

Wanrnex, Cuantes Hexry, Bournemouth, Builder 

Novs Ord Dec 8 
Wurrcomse, Frevericx Sanprorp, 
Birmingham Pet 

Witcox, Epuvxp, Middlezoy, 

tualler Bridgwater Pet 


Poole 
er a TY Land 


Bomeret nal Vie- 
Ord Dec 9 





All letters intended for publication in the 
“ Solicitors’ Journal” must be authenticated 
by the name of the writer. 





Where difficulty is experienced in procuring the | 


Journal with regularity, it is requested that | 
application be made direct to the Publisher. | 


Subscription, PAYABLE IN ADVANCE, which in- 
cludes Indexes, Digests, Statutes, and Post- 
age, 52s. WEEKLY REPORTER, in wrapper, 
6s. ; by Post, 28s. Soxicirors’ JouRNAL, 
266. Od. ; by Post, 28s. Od. Volumes bound 


SALES BY AUCTION FOR THE YEAR 18H. 


| 
~~ i 
\ ESSRS. DEBENHAM, TEWSON, | 
L FARMER, & BRIDGEWATER to announce | 
that their SALES of LANDED ESTATES, Investmente, | 
Town, Suburban, and Country Houses, Business | 
Building Land, Ground-Rents, Advowsons, Reve! » | 
Stocks, a ‘and other Properties will be held. a — | 
AUCTI MART, Tokenhouse-yard, near the Bank of | 
Berlaad. 4 the City of eer 2 as follows :— 


Tuesday. April 24 
Tuesday, May 1 
Tuesday, May 8 
| Tuesday, May 22 
Tuesday, May 29 


Tuesday, July 17 
Taesday, July 24 
Tuesday, July 3t 
Tuesday, Aug. 7 


Tuesday, Jan.9 | 
Tuesday, Jan. 23 
Tuesday, Feb. 6 
Tuesday, Feb 20 
Tuesday, Feb. 27 
Tuesday, March 6 | Tuesday, June 5 
Tuesday, March 13 | Tuesday, June 12 
Tuesday, March 20 | Tuesday, June 19 
Tuesday, April3 | Tuesday, June 26 r 
Tuesday, April 10 | Tuesday, July 3 Tuesday, Nov. 13 
Tuesday, April 17 | Tuesday, July 10 Tuesday, Dec, 4 

Auctions can also be held << other days, in town or 
country, by arrangement. Debenham, Tewson, 
Farmer, rd Bridgewater enlestale Sales and Valuations 
for Probate and other purposes, of Furniture, Pictures, 
Farming Stock, Timber, &c. 

DETAILED’ LISTS’ OF INVESTMENTS, Estates, 
Sporting Quarters, Residences, Shops, and Business Pre- 
mises to be Let or Sold by private contract are published on 
the 1st of each month, and can be obtained <f Messrs. 
De’ , Tewson, Farmer, & Bri water, Estate Agents, 
Surveyors, and Valuers, 80, Cheapside , London, E.C. Tele- 
phone No. 1,503. 


MESSRS. STIMSON & SONS, 
Auctioneers, Surveyors, and Valuers, 
8, MOORGATE STREET, BANK, E.C,, 
AND 
2, NEW KENT ROAD, 8.E. 
Opposite the Elephant and Castle). 


UCTION SALES are held at the Mart, 

Tokenhouse-yard, City, on the second and last 

Thursdays in each month and on other days as occasion 
may require. 

STIMSON & SONS undertake SALES and LETTINGS 
by PRIVATE TREATY, Valuations, Surveys, Negotiation 
of Mortgages, Receiverships in Chancery, Bales by Auction 
of Furniture and Stock, Collection of Rents, Separate 
printed Lists of House Property, Geound-ihents for Sale, 
and Houses, &c., to be Let, are issued on the 1st of each 
month, and can be had x - on .——— or free by | 
post for two stamps. charge insertion. Tele- | 
graphic address, “Bervabo, London. oa 








South Metro volitan Gas Company.— £25,000 Five per Cent. 
Perpetual Debenture Stock of the above Company, pre- | 
senting an investment of the soundest description. 


SSRS. G. A. WILKINSON & SON 


E 
M are instructed by the Directors to SELL by AUC- | 


TION, at the MART, on MONDAY, JANUARY "sth, at | 
ae 0 — y, in numerous Lots, to suit la e and 
urchasers, £25,000 FIVE CENT. PERP. 

DEB NTURE STOCK of the SOUTH METROPOLITAN 
GAS COMPANY. The districts supplied by the company 
comprise nearly a whole of the South of London, from | 
Wandsworth to Plumstead Marshes, and the demand has | | 
so mauch increased that the supply of gas has been nearly | | 
doubled within the last ten years. 

Particulars may be had of Frank Bush, Esq., Secretary | 
of the Company, No. 709a, Old Kent-road ; of Mesers. 


| Budd, Johnsons, & Jecks, Solicitors, 24, Austinfriars ; and 


at the ofice—cloth, 2s. 9d., half law calf, 
5s. 6d. 





OLICITORS’ Reniibities htiinsashé on ni ty a 
ers Man who does - mind er pe ications ; costs, 
mortgages, or claims paid off to expedite 
settlements and division of funds or property ; no interfer- | 
ence with legal arrangements.- ~Address, Fuxps, 
care of “ F es’ Journal,” 27, Chancery-lane, Ww &. 


ATILDA , DUNCOMBE, deceased, late of 

alte aot Upper Bedford- aioe. a. Pounds ot are 
enablin: Blake, of a 

i tT aeielee 


EDE AND SON, 


A% warms 


BY SPECIAL APPOINTMENT 
Lord Chancellor, the wae of the 
AH, Corporation of 


ROBES FORK QUEEN'S COUNSEL AND BARRISTERS. 
SOLICITORS’ GOWNS. 


and Gowns for Registrars, 
, and Clerks of the Peace. 


Corporation Robes, University and Clergy Gowns 
ESTABLISHED 1689. 


94, CHANCERY LANE, LONDON. | 





To Her 


Law 


Town 


of Messrs. G. A. Wilkinson & Son, Surveyors and ‘Auc- | 


| tioneers, 7, Poultry, | City. 


iC 


ITY FREEHOLD PROPERTY fer | | 
SALE.—To Trustees and Others.—A genuine Free- 
hold Property, newly built, occupied by an old-established 
firm ; net present yield to purchaser 4 per cent, rising to | 
nearly 5 5, upon Lease 7, 14, or 21 years. The property is 
increasing in value owing to improvements being effected 
in the immediate vicinity. Price £12 500.—Messrs. Monga» 
| & Barszs, Auctioneers and Estate Agents, Sutton, » Burrey. 


class org such as ane tp 


je ed = Rigen HAVE TAKEN Hownours.—For 


MM B8ses. ROBT. W. MANN & SON, 


SURVEYORS, VALUERS, 
AUCTIONEERS, HOUSE AND ESTATE AGENTS, 


ses, Rost. W. Maxy, F.8.I., Tuomas R. Rawsom, F.S.I. 


J. Bacsnaw Maxy, F.8.1., W. H. Many), 
12, Lower Grosvenor-place, Eaton-square, 8.W., and 
32, Lowndes-street, Belgrave-square, 8.W. 


ESSRS. H. GROGAN & CO., 101, Park- 
— which 


__, Street, Grosven juare, to call the attention of 
Pa ‘oie he attractive West-End 
have for Sale. 
tion. Surveys an 


pesmecess on applica- 
TO SOLICITORS, ARCHITECTS, AND OTHERS. 


Valuations attended to. 
TWO be LET, excellent SUITES of ground- 
floor OFFICES, in a Modern Building in Old Joure, 
consieting of 2, 3, or 4 rooms, with entrances and 
ighted.—Full ulars with plan from 
AtrHews & Matruews, 8, Old Jewry, City. 











Messrs. Percy 
(779.) 





Oise tie | LET in St. Thomas -stea, 
8.E.— Rooms floor, together 
r separate; with entrance. a ane . Lantana “4, 
Bt. b Themes -street, Southwark, 8.E. 


‘RUST ‘MON EYS.—To Solicitors, Trustoos 
and others who have Trust Moneys against first 

ids and Leaseholds, in thi® 
country ; please state amount offered and interest = 

whether & freehold, leasehold or otherwise.—M. 

Mortgage Broker, Broad-street-avenue, Landon. EC. 


’ AW PRACTICE or PARTN ERSHIP.— 
Solicitor desires to Purchase well-established Country 
Practice or pw gr a with good connection ; highest re- 
ferences investigation.— Address Lex, om of 
Publisher | ¢ Bolicitors Journal, ” 27, emanates deanientind 





JRACTISING BARRISTER, Law Scholar, 
LL.B., experienced coach, is willing to ie a 


single 
Pupil, i" for Bar or Solicitors’ Final.— L.B., 


"aper. 
M ‘ANAGING CLERKSHIP Town or 
mitted last 

November, age 25; i 


Country) Wanted by Solicitor, 
vi 
Trustee, and Probate : 


ood knowledge of Con 
iness, and experience in 
| and Queen’s Bench practice acquired in first-class 
ee ; 2 salary.—Lex, 260, 
ondon, E 


Old Ford-road, 

EK XPERIENCED AGCOUNTANT open to 
undertake Audit or Investigation of Books; time or 
contract; higbest references.—H. T. O., care of ‘Btreet & 
| Co., 30, Cornhill, E.C. 





R. UTTLEY, Solicitor, sailed to 
ly ana and successfully PREPARE CANDIDATES, 
ae eee o"tetenaan for the SOLACESORY ? and BAR 
TB. Examinati yy rt a 7 per, mont 
ons, ‘erms from 1s. 


and copies of ‘ Hints on Stephen’s Comment’ 
a ” od" Hints on Law,” address, 17, Brazennose- 
crest, Albert-aquare, Manchester. 


LIVERPOOL._COMPTON ‘HOTEL. 
UNRIVALLED FOR ITS COMFORT. 
Excellent Cuisine and Moderate Fixed Charges. 
Adjacent to best Shops, Shipping Offices, Stations, &c. 
Telephone No. 58. 





Two NEW GIFT POoO:Fs. 
And at all Libraries. 
Now ready, demy 8vo, price 16s. 


THE PARIS LAW COURTS: 


Sketches of Men and 


Manners. Translated from the French by GERALD P. MORIARTY, of Balliol College, © 
Oxford. With One Hundred and Forty Illustrations. 


‘* An extremely interesting and divert: 


book.’’—Solicitors’ Journal. 


‘* A mine of information imparted with liveliness and wit.’’— Vanity Fair. 
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